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vivAdacintAmaijii and its author. 


By Db. Uimbsha Mishba, M.A., D.Litt., Allahabad University. 

Intboductory. 

The following pages embody a translation into EngUsh of one of the 
most important works of Vaoaspati Mishra — the Junior, on Hindu Law, 
both Civil and Criminal, by an oncyclopsedic scholar who was a great teacher 
of the various schools of Indian Philosophy, and the greatest modern authority 
in all matters connected with Purva-MTmamsa. The correct interpretation 
of Dharma-Shastra treatises or law-digo.sts is possible only with the 
help of Purva-Mimarnsa. Our studies in this field clearly indicate that a 
Dharmashdstrin should necessarily be well versed in Purva-Mimarnsa and 
Nyaya-Vaishesika. In fact, without a thorough knowledge of these two 
systems of. thought no one has any right to speak on matters connected 
with Hindu Law. The principles of Purva-Mimarnsa are the only 
infallible guide for explaming the problems of Hindu Law. It is, therefore, 
in the fitness of thing.s that the great savant of Purva-Mimarnsa had been 
entrusted with the task of translating this digest especially when we find 
that the misunderstanding of the correct interpretation of the Mimaipsa 
principles is responsible for leading our lawyers into error. 

In Indian literature, the word Dharma-ShCisIra is u.sed for Hindu Law. 
It is, therefore, neces.sary that we should understand very clearly the meaning 
of the term ‘Dhanna’. From the various references of the term ‘Dharma' 
in Vedic literature it is clear that it stands for ‘Duty' in general. In later 
Sanslmt literature also, there is no better expression than 'Duty' to denote 
the correct connotation of the term — 'Dharma'. Thus, there is no activity 
of our life, whether physical, or mental, or spiritual, which cannot come 
within the jurisdiction of ‘ Dharma-Shastra' •, and it is, therefore, that tliis 
branch of learning embrace.s all aspect.s of Hindu life. Hence, every action 
of our life, howsoever insignificant it may bp. is looked upon from the 
point of Dharma-Shastra. In other words, the works on Dharma-Shastra 
or Hindu Law treat of fife or society as one organic whole, and guide it in 
all its aspects. It is, therefore, that we find that our ‘Law Books’ deal 
with, more or less, homogeneous subjects, such as. Philosophy, Cosmology, 
Theology, Citizenship, Kingship. Each of these subjects is so vast that 
though in the older texts, namely, Manu, Ydjnavalkya, etc., almost all the 
subjects have been more or le.s,s dealt with, yet with the expansion of 
society it became necessary to work out in detail all irossible aspects of 
each of these subjects in order to meet rvith their growing demands. This 
IS perhaps the reason which led the later .scholars to concentrate their 
attention on, more or less, specialised work and write separate treatises of 
digests on the different aspects of our life and society. These various 
digests, although based on the old Smrtis, have superseded them in such a 
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way that no one now cares to consult the old Smrtis on any point. In fact, 
people go even so far as to reject the authentic character of a particular 
Smrti text simply because it has not been quoted in the digests. 

Then, again, in a vast country like India, geographical conditions and 
climatic changes have had so many varying influences on the social, religious 
and economic life of her people that there exist differences not only in societies 
but also in the law.s regulating those societies. This is perhaps the reason 
why our law books recommend certain practices for one part of the country 
while they prohibit the same for another. It was perhaps due to these 
natm-al influences, over which no one has anj‘ control, that both the 
Smrtikaras and the digest -writers recognised Saddeara (Practices of good and 
cultured persons, that is, their Usages or Customs) prevalent in different parts 
and societies of the country as one of the authoritative Sotirces of Dharma — 

C. "v 

tlKH^ApR 11 — Yajnavalkya, 1. 7; STpqn;: TOfl ^PI: — Manu, 1. 108; 

Vashistha, VT. 1 ; d'trliq MH |clH — IhUL, I. 4, etc. etc. 

They also emphasised the different traditional Customs and Usages prevalent 
amongst the different caste.s and families in addition to the above among 
the Sources of Dharma — 

55i^4h tiiRddid i 

II — Manu, I. 118; tiftfld ^ ^ ’tl'dKl; ^ tl'dd — 

Vashistha, I. 8. 

Baudhaj'ana also holds the same view that the Shistagama — the practices of 
the cultured peisons — is the authoritative Source in determining the Dharma 
for a locality or a society next in importance to Shruti and Smrti (I. 4). This 
recognition of the different Customs practised by the cultured persons in 
different localities itself shows that there are bound to be diffpi’cnces in the 
laws regulating those societies; and it is, therefore, that we find that certain 
practices are approved of in certain parts of the coimtry while they 
are looked upon with contempt and are regarded as sinful acts in other 
parts. Hence, it is not correct to say that differences in tb« practices of 
the various societies are of later origin. As these practices, due to several 
other reasons, came to be multiplied later on, differences ‘ sO became 
intensified. This is responsible for widening the gulf between one society 
and the other in due course. This, it appears, influenced the later digest- 
writers to differ widely amongst themselves in the interpretation of the 
old Smrtis which they quote in support of their statements. The nature 
of the Smrti texts, again, is such that different interpretations in several 
cases could easily be given. But one thing is clear, that howsoever 
different the laws of one society or part of the country are from those of the 
other, it is a fact that the laws do not revolt against I he ultimate principles 
of our life. The purification of body and sense-organs, including the internal 
ones as the means of the attainment of final emancipation (Mo];sa) was never 
lost sight of. This is perhaps the reason why in spite of the various religious 
and social revolts against the traditional Hindu society, from time to time, 
the latter has still continued to flourish in some form or other, having 
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assimilated the congenial aspects of those movements as far as possible with- 
out injuring the spirit of the ultimate aim. Under the circumstances, it was 
but natural that in later times, different idco-s came to be popular in different 
parts of the country; and one set of digests became, for no intrinsic reason, 
the ‘authority’ for certain parts of the country. This gave rise to the idea 
of there being several ‘Schools of Hindu Law’. Thus. %ve find that the 
Mayukha came to be associated, more or less, with the Bombay Presidency; 
the works of Kamalakara and Mitra Mislira came to be recognised as being 
more authoritative in the Madhyadesha (Central India, and other adjoining 
parts of the country); the works of Jimtitavahana and Raghunandana 
became the authorities for Bengal; Ranavlra-Ratnakara was regarded as 
authority for the Punjab; and the works of Laksmidhara. Candeshwara and 
many others became authorities for jMithila. 

Mithila, the present north Bihar, by reason of its somewhat secluded 
position has been able to preserve a continuity in the evolution of Hindu 
culture, from very ancient times. The great Vedic I}sis, Ydjnavalkya, 
Vashistha, Vishvumitra, Gmitama, Kapila. etc., made jMithila their home 
and taught the eternal tnith. The Shatapnllin-Brdhmann clearly tells us 
about the court of Janaka where Brahmanas from different parts of the 
country used to throng. Brhadarariyaka. whicli is a part of the Shatapalha, 
abounds in the references to Ydjnavalkya’ s philosophical discourses with 
Maitreyl and Odrgi. Later in the Epics and Puranas also, we find that 
Mithila maintained her position as a centre of great culture and ancient 
learning. In early Buddhist records there are evidences which easily 
■support all that has been said above about Mithila. Although no connected 
history of Mithila is recorded during the earlier centuries of the Christian 
era, yet from literary evidences it is clear that though influenced by the 
very close contact of Bttddhism, kfithila .succeeded in retaining intact the 
fundamental truths embodied in Hindu culture which .she continued and still 
continues to represent. 

Of the tw'o non-orthodox movements. Buddhism was much more 
powerful and wanted to throw out the very vital part of the Vedic civilisation ; 
and accordingly, attacked the performances of sacrificial rites and rituals 
and the Varndshrama-Dharma. The Maithilas, who were a staimch ortho- 
dox people with the great ancient tradition behind them, could not 
tolerate the grow'ing influence of Buddhism. They began to check its 
progress with the help of the traditional learning and reasonings. They also 
criticised the view.s set forth by the heterodox people by writing books. 
Mithila gave up for the time being her Adhyatmika pursuits for which she was 
once very famous, and concentrated her wdiole attention on the preservation 
of the ancient culture against Buddhism. As the Buddhistic attack was 
directed mainly against the sacrificial rites and rituals and the Varndshrama- 
Dharma, the Maithilas began lo write books ni support of these two aspects 
of Vedic cultm’e. ‘I’liis led lo the produclioii of the vast literature 
on Nyaya, Pruva-Miniarnsa and Hliarma-Shastra . As the opposition 
grew stronger and stronger, more and more efforts were made from 
time to time by Maithila scholars to criticise the Buddhist views and 
re-establish the ancient Vedic cultiue. There were great scholars on the 
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Buddhist side who also began to reply to the criticisms levelled against 
them by the Maithila scholars, and wrote several standard works. This 
made the acthdties of the Maithila scholars still more intensive and they 
could easily pre.serve their own traditional civilisation. This religio-literary 
quarrel continued for several centuries, so that the Maithilas could retain 
their habit of literary pursuits and the link of the ancient civilisation, 
unaffected by any external forces. Another result of this was that even after 
the actual need of writing books against any heterodox religion had passed 
away the Shdstrika learning could continue to floui-ish in Mithila, and they 
did not give up their scholarly pm-.suits. Tliis is perhaps the reason why the 
systems of Purva-Mimarnsa and Nyaya came to be so widely studied in 
Mithila. Although efforts were made in several other parts of the country 
to stop the influence of the non-orthodox culture by writing books and hold- 
ing di.sputations, j’et it appears that in Mithila, where the clash was much 
more vigorous, the study of the Purva-Mimarnsa and Nyaya reached its very 
zenith. We find from the old records that during the reign of Rani Vishwasa 
Devi, the wife of Raja Padma Singha, the 5'oimger brother of Raja Shiva 
Singha, the patron of the poet Vidyapati Thakura, at the beginning of the 
fifteenth century, there wa.s a big gathering of the Panditas in Mithila wherein 
some fourteen hundred JIaithila MImainsakas alone were invited. This is 
perhaps responsible for the fact that we find even to-day that there is hardly 
any other part of the coimtrj- which singly has produced so many indepen- 
dent thinkers on Nyaya, Mimainsa and Dharma-Shastra as Mithila. 
We are thankful to the Buddhists for creating such an opportunity whicli 
perhaps otherwise would not have been possible. Thus, at the cost of 
the Adhyatmika pur.-.uit of which also Mithila was once a great centi'e, the 
AlaithUas wore able to take a great share in re-establishing the traditional 
Vedic culture once more in the country and establishing cem '■ for the 
study of Mimamsa. Nyaya and Dharma-Shastra. 

Such being the tradition of the past it is no wonder that Mil'. Ua could 
produce a host of scholars like Laksmldhara, Graheshwara Mishri', Shndatta, 
Rudradhara, Candeslnvara, Deveshwara, Ganeshwara, Vishweshwara 
Upddhyaya, Vardhamdna, Nydyaratna Harinatha Upadhyaya and the authors 
oi Smriimaliurnava, Shrlpali Samhitd, Chandogaparishista, Shrddi ‘ a-Panjika, 
Parihhusu , Smrlidarpana. etc. etc. 

Vdcaspali Mishra and his family. 

In the land ha^^owed by such hoary traditions, was bom Vacaspati 
Mishra, the second holder of the name. He was born in the well-known 
family of the Maithila Brahmanas, called Pnlivdda-Samaula. Haladhara 
Mishra and Sosc Mishra were his great-grandfather and grandfather respec- 
tively. He was the son of Giripali Mishra. 'I'lie name of his son was perhaps 
Narahari, the author oi a commentary on the Atmatattvaviveka of 
Udayanacarya ; he writes at the begimring of I his commentary — 
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This Narahari should bo distinguished from the author of the commentary 
on the Svarodaya; for in this commentary the author says that he belongs 
to the family of Mdndara — 

II etc. — 

Perhaps the names of the grandfather and father of this Narahari were 
Ganesha and Narasimha respectively — 

SiftflTi^lllr’ird+liiM^rfiril^ tlYd I 





oJJ I <?i| W ^ + »1 II 

d <^r<tdd' 

STTWrftrtrr tlT<?in(l'^'ddM=t'^dld, etc. — 

(Vide Dr. Rajendralal Mittra’s MSS. Cat., No. 2001.) Then as regards the 
author of Dvaitanirnaya, the MSS. before me do not say anything about 
the father of the author Narahari. But the late MM. Pandit Parameshwara 
Jha of Mithila in his introduction to the Dvaitanirnaya says that this Narahari 
is different from the son of Vacaspati Mishra. We further know from the 
Maithila Pafiji that Vacaspati had two more brothers, named Shripati and 
Kanha. His grandson is the famous scholar MM. Kcshava Mishra, the author 
of Dvaitaparishista. Nothing more is known about his family history. 
It is believed that Vacaspati lived in the village called Sugauna, near Rajnagar 
(B.N.W.Rly. Station). 

In order to distinguish him from the great Vacaspati Mishra, the well- 
known author of the Bhamati and other philosophical treatises, this Vacaspati 
Mishra is called Abhinava. About his scholarship we Icnow from his own 
works that he was well ver-sed in Dharma-Shastra, Nyaya and Purva- 
Mimamsa. In his Pitrbhahtitarang'ml he says — 

fdfHdH^d WDT dtR-dT fqrfffRtT M 

that is, he who had written ten works on the 'Shdstras' and thirty works on 
‘Smrti’ in his youth has composed this work in his old age. By ’Shdstra’ 
he means philosophical worlts. That he belonged to a family of the 
Karma-Mimamsakas and that he was well versed in the Nyaya system is 
also clear from his own lines in the Krlyapradipa and the Shraddhakalpa 
where he says — 

^ ^ diMhlMitf+Ml- 

Ped I dtdl II 

— Mithila MSS. Catalogue, Vol. I, p. 67. 
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This same verse with a very slight change m his Shrdddhakalpa in the fourth 

line, he reads — Ibid., p. 459. From the 

first verse of his commentary on the Tallracmtdmani-Anumdnakhanda it is 
clear that he had studied both the Nvaya and the Jlimainsa. He says — 

aHTnar JTT^^^sfttHrdMilcdrd 

tfygTHHT 1 

HR 

dUhlH II 

— Catalogue Palm-leaf MSS. of Nepal. 

Vdcaspati and his works. 

A brief note on each of these forty-one works, ten on Philosophy and 
tliirty-ono on Hindu Law, is given below; — 

Of the ten philosophical works we know of only a few: — 

1. Nt/dijatattrnlokfc . — This is a commentary of Gautama’s Nyaya- 
Sutras. It is unpublished, and a MS. of it dated 440 La. Sarn. is in the 
State Library, Nepal. 

2. Anurndmkhnndatlkd . — This seem.s to be a oommentarj' on the 
Anumana-Khando: of the Tattvacintamani of Gangesha. It is also unpub- 
lished, and a palm-leaf MS. of it is in the State Library, Nepal. 

3. Ni/dyasu>ro(ldhdr(i. — This is llic second effort made in determining 
the number and correct version of the genuine Sutras of Gautama on Nyaya, 
the first having been made by his predecc'ssor Vacaspati Mishra, the Senior, 
in his Kydyrisurlniiiniidha . 

4. Khan'lanoddhdra. — This is a sort i>f reply given to the criticisms of 
the great polemical writer Slirlharsa in his Khainlannlchandakhadya against 
the dnaliatic arguments of the Nyaya-Vaishe-sika. IVe know that similar 
efforts were made by others also, amongst whom the name of Shankara 
Mislrra deserves mention. 

b. S/tnhdaninuiija. — No MS. of this is yet found, but Vacaspati himself 
make.s a reference to this work of his in his Dvailanirnaya — ■ 

— p. 8. 

6. A commentary on tin' Kdvynprnkdsha of Mammata, a reference to 
which i.s found in the comment.nry called Sndhdsdgnra on the same by 
Diksita. Bhimasena. Another referenei' to this commentary by Vacaspati 
Mi.shra is found in the cominenlarv on the Kavynprnkdsha by Candi Dasa. 

Other work's on ' Shnslro ’ are not vet known. Then on the Smrti the 
following are Imown to us so far; — 

1. Krti/riri n!~i niani .- has beeu jaililished from Benares. It deals 

with the various important monthly rites uiid eereinonicK to be performed 
during the whole of the year. Besides, it discitsscs other topics, like the 
Sankranti, worship of the Shivalifuja, Mnlnmdsa, Birthday ceremonies. 
Shraddha in general. Yaj-hopaintadlidinna. Unusual phenomena.- Ashauca, 
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Sankara, Varieties of marriage. Oaths and Ordeals, Purification of tanks, 
etc.: — 

(i) It is here that we find the mention of the fourteen kinds of 

vegetables which should he eaten on the Pretacaturdashl, that is , 
the fourteenth day of the dark half of Kartika: — • 

(vpprfV), 

fiilrt, and 

(p- 33). 

If any one takes these he becomes free from Pretattva. 

(ii) According to him, a.s the time for taldng the day-meal is noon, 

the Bhrdtr- Dvitiya should be observ'ed on that day on which 
the Dvitiya falls about noon. 

(iii) By ‘Pardnna' one should understand all e.'^cept the food of his 

guru, maternal uncle, father-in-law, father, and one’s son. 

(iv) One should not use til-oil for rubbing on the body on Sundays, 

Tuesdays and Fridays, for if one does so then one’s son dies, 
it causes one’s own death and one loses wealth respectively. 

These are a few peculiarities which I could notice in this book. 

He quotes from the following old works; Kalpataru, Durgabhakti- 
tarangini (by Vidyapati Thakura?), Kularnava (Tantra ?), Shivarahaaya, 
Baudhdyana, Rdjamdrtanda, Vdlsydyana, Bhojaraja, Smrlisdgara, 
Mwyj.amdldtantra, Ramarcanacandrika, Bhdsvati, Vyavahdramdtrkd, and 
Kuthumi and Smrliadra. Besides, his own works Shrdddhacintdmarii, 
Shuddhicintdmani and Dvaitacintdmani are quoted here. He also refers to 
the views of Bhavadeva Bhatta. 

The word Krodawdra, meaning Saturday, a word of very rare use, is used 
here. 

2. Shuddhicintdmani. — This has been printed at Benares, in Bengali 
script. It deals with the various kinds of purification in connection with 
the expiatory rites. Besides, it also discusses the purification of body, 
limbs, grains, metals, cooked food, water, earth, when they are polluted. 
It also tells us about those objects and persons who are by nature pure and 
do not require any external purification. 

A few notable points are given below: — 

(i) He refers to the suicidal act by falling down from the Vata tree 

at Prayaga and killing oneself as an act of merit and not an 
act of sin. 

(ii) Every detail of the expiatory rites is found here as is in actual 

practice even these day.s. 

(iii) The purification of ladies in general in every pha.se of their life 

is found here in detail. 

He quotes among others the tollowing: Bhdlldh. Prabhdkardh, and 
Acdrydh; Mitdksard, Haralatd, Harihara, etc., Smrtldarpana , Chandoga- 
parisliista, Prakdsha, Ratndkara, SmrLisdra, Pdrijdla, Smrlikdra Vydghrapdda, 
Smj-tipradipa, Smrlisdgara, Kalpalarukdra, Aniruddha, Shuddhisdra, Bhoja- 
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Vijayin, Bhavadeva Bhatta, Sttgatisopdria, Oovindardja, Rupandrayana, 
Smrtisamuccaya, Shabdamahdrnava by Vaoaspati, Vlshvakosa, Navydh, 
Pradipa, and Kalpataru. Besides, he mentions his own Ahnikacintumani 
which deals witli the Vdjasaneyins. In almost all his works he refers 
very often to tlie Bralimapurdna and it appears that most of the customs 
and dail}^ usages of Maithilas are in agreement vith this Purdna. 

This is quoted by him in his own Krtyacintdmani and by Raghunandana 
in his SJmddhi and Vivdha Tattvas. 

3. Tirthacintdmani. — This is published by the Asiatic Society of Bengal 
in the Bibliotheca Indica Series. It i.s based on Krlyakalpadruma, the 
Pdrijdta, and the Ratnakara. It consists of mainly the five chapters called 
Prakdsha on the five important places of pilgrimage, namely, Praydga, 
Purusottamahsetra including the Krllivdsahlcsetm. Kondrkaksetra and Viraja- 
ksetra, Gaya, Gangd and Varanasi. Every ceremony connected with each of 
these in every aspect is dealt with here. 

A few notable facts are given below from this book: — 

(i) One who takes bath in the Ganges at Prayaga winch has got 

three wells on the three sides of the river, namely, one in the 
Prayaga proper, second in the Pralisthana-Nagara (modem 
Jliusi) and the third in the Alarka-Nagara on the south of the 
Yamuna, just after one has entered the Tirtha. casts off all 
sins. 

(ii) Death by keeping fasts, standing under the waters of the Ganges 

up to the navel, makes a man free from births and deaths. 

(iii) While dealing with Benares he say.s that there is an Idol (linga) 

of Avimukteshwara which is known as Vishwanatha in the world, 
which has been consecrated by the Lord Shiva Himself in this 
place which is called Avimuktaksetra and also Shnmshdnaksetra. 
That place itself is known as the K ukkutanvmdapa and one who 
enters that Maiidapa from the southern gate never comes 
back to this world again. 

South of this Mandapa where the Idol is consecrated there 
is a well called the Vijndnavdpl as it brings true knowledge to 
those who drink water from this well. 

The most interesting point regarding this is that aoC' _ ling to Vacaspati 
Mishra the templo of the Lord Vishwanatha is situated ( > the north of the 
Vijndnavdpi. We know from history that under the instructions of some 
Mahomedan ruler the old temple of Vishwanatha, which was really on 
tho north of the well, was demolished and that the new temple which now 
exists came to be constructed to the sovlh of the well ; and the reconse- 
oration ceremony of the idol was done by Narayana Bhatta II in the 
middle of the fifteenth cmitury. 

Some of the more injportant works and writers' mentioned or quoted 
in this book are Gancshivara Mishra, Kalpatarukdra, Jaya Sharmd, and 
Krlyakalpadruma, Pdrijdta, Ratnakara, Smrtisamuccaya, Kalpataru, etc. 

This book has been quoted by Ganapati in his Qangdbhaktitarangini, 
and by Raghunandana in his sovcral Tattvas. 
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4. Oayd-Shraddha-Paddhati. — It is printed at Bombay. The Mangala 
verse of this book is the same as that of the Tlrthacintdmani-Gayamdhi. But 
these are two independent works and differ widely from each other. 
A reference to Jaya Sharmd is also found in this book. 

5. Dvaitanirnaya. — ^This book is also published. It deals with several 
di.sputed points of the Dharma-Skastra and is regarded as authoritative in 
Mithila. It is quoted by Qanapati in his Qangdbhahtitaranginl, by 
Raghunandana and by Qovinddnanda. Its importance is clear from the fact 
that Gokulandtha Upddhydya has written a commentary, called Pradipa, 
upon this work and MadhusudanaThdhura has written another commentary, 
named Dvaitanirnaya- Jlrnoddhdra, upon the same. 

That this book was written by the order of Rani Jaya Devi, wife of 
Bhairavadeva and mother of Pm-u§ottamadeva, is evident from the introduc- 
tory verses 

^spiTcJTT II 

I 

s» 

Some interesting and notable points are given below : — 

(i) There are four kinds of reservoir of water: (a) Kupa (well) where 
there is no way to enter into ; (6) Vdpl — that reservoir of water 
where there are steps to enter into; (c) Pnsharinl is of the 
measure of 100 dhanvantaras — one dhanvantara is equal to 
four cubits in length; and (d) Taddga is equal to five times the 
Pti^karini. 

(ii) While offering hbations to one's deceased ancestors {tarpana), the 
Pradipa says, that we should say — ‘ Pita Irpyaldm ’, but the 
Kalpataru is of opinion that we should add the word 'Asmat ’ 
to the above, which the Pdrijdla, on the other hand, rejects. 
Vacaspati, however, agrees with the Kalpataru. So says the 
Candra (Misaru Mishra) also. 

(iii) He disagrees with Flarihaia as regards the giving of oblations to 
the Bhutas (Bhuiabali), who holds that five separate oblations 
are to be offered to with the five mantras respectively. He 
agrees with Shridalta and Vardhamdna. 

(iv) In one place he says — 

(p. 82). 

(v) If a Shrdddha is performed m the Malamuba, then the following 
acts should not bo done as they are Kdmya : Giving away of 
bedding, Kdncana-Punisa, Kapila-Oavl, umbrella and shoes; 
the w'orsliip of Dumpati and the Vrsotsarga. 
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(vi) Regarding the practice of the Kartd-Putra he says : in every 

Shraddha the Krtrima-Puira uses the expression 
but this usage is neither area nor used in any digest, but has 
been used by the later Maithilas ; and as it gives the sense in a 
connected form, the cultured Maithilas also have approved of its 
use which is deplorable. 

(vii) The father should not perform the abhyudayika for the second 

marriage of his son, for it is done as part of the Samskdra which 
is complete with the first marriage. 

He quotes the following works and authors; Pidbhdkardh, Shatapatha, 
Bhavadeva-Phakkikd, Vasisthasamhilu, Trailokyasdra, Curnikd, Kdmadhenu, 
Ratndkara, Pradipa, Kalpatani. Parijdta, Candra, Gurumata, Bhatlamata, 
Shrldattahnika. Vardhamdndhnika, C'handoyaparishista, Prakdshavydkhyd, 
Smrtisdra, Samayapradlpa, ShrudJhaviveka, Parishistatikd, Pitrhhaktih, 
Shraddhapradipa, Chandogasopdna, Vimiusutra, Paribhdsd, Hariharapaddhati, 
Gosainpaddhati, Shr/lddha-Panjika, Shraddha-Pdrijdta, Shrdddha-Pallava, 
Acura-Cnndra, Mahdddnanirnaya, Ddnaratiidkara, Daivajnabdndhava, 
Shnpatimiahitd, and Ratndvall by MaMmahopddhydya Sudhakara. He 
also quotes his own works — Shraddhakalpa, Shrdddhacintamani, and 
Mahdddnanirnaya. The authors quoted are: Bhavadeva, Shridatta 
Upddhydya, Rupandrdyana, Bhupdla, Nydyaratna Harindtha Upddhydya, 
Shankardcdrya, Bhdskardcdrya, Harihara, Vdsudeva, Haldyudha, Laksmidhara, 
Rdjd, Pratihastaka, Karkopddhydya, Oauri the author of Shraddhacinidmaiii, 
AsaJidya, Udayakara, and Sudhakara. 

He speaks very highly of Kalpataru and Pradipa. Throughout his 
works Vacaspati shows his wide knowledge of Nyaya and Mimamsa. He 
actually quotes several Sutras from the Nyaya-Sutra. 

6. Sdrasahgraha. — ^The opening verse is^ — 

Vide Dr. B. L. Mittra's Cat. of Sanskrit MSS., No. 272. 

7. Shudrdcdracintdinani. — It deals with the duties and customs of a 
Shudra. The book is ruipublished. Later on, Kam .'akara also wrote a 
si mil ar work, named Shudrakamaldkara. The opening verse of this work is — 

ii 

From the colophnn of this MS. it is clear that Vacaspati Mishra was a court 
Pandita (Parisad) and that he was recognised as the leading Pandita of the 
court. 

8. Mahdddnanirimya. — The book ls not published. There is a MS. of 
this work in the State Library of Nepal which is dated La. Sam. 392, that is, 
1511 A.D. It is said in the opening verse that the Maithila Rdjd Bhairavendra 
with the help of Vacaspati wrote this work — 
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TT^Kpri^'^nT II 


It deals with the sixteen great gifts. 


9. Chatrayogodbhutadosashdniividhih. — ^The opening verse says that the 
work was written at the instance of one Saha Bahadura. We do not 
know anything more than this about this work. The opening verse runs as 
follows : — 




There is another verse also which gives us some idea about the date of this 
work— 


sfhn% 

fd^PT^ ♦I'ttb '5ft% tiHvil 1 

c o 


10. Shrdddhavidhi. — ^It deals with the expiatory rites, etc. It is 
different from his another work on the similar subject. Its opening verse 
runs as follows : — 

wni HIMIcfird fddPTTdlMIdT: I 


11. Tithinirnaya. — ^It discusses the doubtful points regarding the 
observance of tithi. Its opening verse is: — 

pfddmrrd dt^RPTRurer: i 

>3 'O 

fdTdtdfdsft dPTld felt fdfdfePT: II 

The authenticity of this work is doubtful for two retisons — one that the 
opening verse, as given above, does not contain the name of Vacaspati as in 
other works, and the second point is that this very verse with a very alight 
difference is found in the beginning of the Tithinirnaya by ShubhahJcara 
Thdkura (vide Mithila MSS Cat., Vol. I, p. 161). 

12 . Acdracintdmani. — It deals, as the very name suggests, with the daily 
duties of the Vdjasaneyins, as is clear from his own verse in the beginning of 
the work: — 

sTftTmrfeiHii: if didddfeinT i 

fft dtdl II 

— ^Mithila MSS. Cat., Vol. I, p. 17. 

It is quoted by Raghunandana Bhattacdrya in his Tattvas. It is still 
unpublished. 

13. Ahnikaciniamani. — It also appears to be a book on the dailj^ duties 
of the Brdhnianas of the Kdtlya school. No MS. of this work is yet found 
but that Vacaspati wrote this work is clear from his own reference to 
it in his Shuddhicinldinani ( 'hldlt|HMStqc|^il|; — p. 90). 
Raghunandana also quotes this work in his ISkddashl and Ahnika Tattvas. 
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14. Dvaitacintdmani. — We have not seen as yet any MS. of this. He 
himself refers to this work in his Krtyacintdmani 
— p. 53). 

16. NUicintdmani. — No MS. of this work also is found as yet. 
He himself refers to this book in his Vivddacintdmani 
— p. 112)- 

16. Vyavahdracintdmani. — It is a legal work dealing with evidences, etc. 
in four sections: (i) bhdsd, — meaning plaint; (ii) wftara — meaning written 
statement by way of reply; (in) kriyd — meaning procedure; and (iv) nirnaya 
— meaning decision by the Court. As he himself says — 

>11^1 rl I 



(Vide Mithila MSS. Cat., Vol. I, p. 392.) 

According to Rai M. M. Chalrravarti Bahadura, the book quotes the 
following: Kalpataru, Pdrijdta, Bhavadeva, Mitdksard, Ratndlcara, Rdjd, 
Lak^midJiara, Vivelca, Pradlpa, Smrtisamuccaya, and Haldyitdha. 

17. Vivddanirmiya . — ^It also appears to be a legal book. There is a 
MS. of it in the State Librarj’^, Nepal (MSS. Notices, p. 90). 

18. ShwMhinirnaya. — ^This is again a separate book. It deals with the 
purification of various types. It is also unpublished. There are several MSS. 
of this work available in BJithda (vide Cat. of MithilS MSS., Vol. I, pp. 430-31). 
The opening verse is — 

STITRI TlTlIrfiW I 

II 

19. Candanadhmu-pramdim. — ^According to Rai Bahadur Chakravarti 
this book discusses the Smrti texts for substituting sandal-paste marks 
instead of burnt marks on the bull dedicated at the time of Shraddha. It 
quotes Karnwpadeshini, Ratndlcara, Brdhmanasarvasva, and Haldyttdha 
(vide Dr. R. L. Mittra’s Notices, IX, p. 236, No. 3154, Folio 6). 

20. Daitakavidhi or Dattaka-piUresti-ydga-vidhi. — Herein he discusses the 
procedure of the adoption of a son (vide H. Shastri, Notices of Sanskrit 
MSS., Ill, p. 90. No. 139). 

21. Krtyapradipa. — It is a treatise dealing with the daily duties from 
getting up from the bed to the going back to the bed at night. It also deals 
with the Abhyudayika, etc. There are several MSS. of this work in Mithila. 
The opening verse is important as it helps us to prove the identity between the 
Ddrahanika Vacaspati and the Dhannashdstri Vacaspati. The verse nms as 
follows : — 

^ 'TRT: <,[s^ 

S3 ^ 

>3 

'IC'll ll 

(Vide Cat. of Mithila MSS., Vol. I, pp. 67-69, Nos. 76-A-E.) 
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22. Oaydpattalaha. — It treats of the ceremonies which are to be 
performed when one visits Qayd for Shraddha. It is different from another 
work on the same subject noticed above (vide Cat. of the Mithila MSS., 
Vol. I, pp. 93-94, Nos. 93-95). 

23. Tirthakalpalatd. — This appears to be a separate work. The 
Mangala verse is also different from that of the Tirthacintdmani. It runs as 
follows : — 

fgtfw iTTtidtiHi i 

•» c. 6 >o ^ 

Here he seems to discuss the Tlrthaydtrd— its merits in general (vide 
Cat. of the Mithila MSS., Vol. I, p. 181, No. 166). This book is also named 
Tirthaydtrdvidlii (vide ibid., pp. 184-185). 

24. Shrdddhakalpa. — ^This is again different from his Shrdddhacintdmani. 
The work is unpublished and there are several MSS. of this in Mithila. It 
deals with such duties also as Sandhyd, Tarpayn, Nityashraddha, Ndndimukha, 
etc. He quotes amongst others — Shridatta Upddhydya, Qarga, Bhojardja, 
Bhujdbalabhlma, SlMtdnanda, Acdrddarsha, Gunisarvasva, Rdjamdrtandadipikd, 
Ratnamdld, Ratndvall, Rattiasdra, Rajadinibandha and also Bddardyana. 
The opening verse is the same as quotedabove supporting the identity between 
the Ddrshaniha Vacaspati and the Dhaimashdstrl Vacaspati: — 

v|lq: 't'rt't ‘thhlditl'tiNI ^tc. 

(Vide Mithila MSS. Cat., Vol. I, pp. 458-59.) 

MM. P. V. Kane says that the Sluaddhakalpa is another name of the 
Pitrbhaktitaranginl. But from tlie oioening vcmcs as given above it does 
not appear to be so. 

26. Tirthalatd. — This also appears to be different from his Tirtha- 
cintdmani. It deals with ceremonies to be performed at Kashi, Praydga, and 
other places of pilgrimage. There is only one MS. of it so far traced in the 
Raj Library, Darbhanga (vide Cat. of Mithila MSS., Vol. I, p. 186, No. 169). 

26. Pitrbhaktitaranginl. — This is the work which Vacaspati wrote in 
his old age and this is his 31st work as he has himself said towards the end 
of this very book — 

II — (Verse 3) 

(at the end of the last section but one). This worlc also deals with the 
expiatory rites, etc. Its opening verse is — 

This is also unpixblishcd. There are several MSS. of it available in Mithila 
(vide Cat. of Mithila MSS., Vol. I, pp. 283-285). 

27. Krtyamahdrnava. — Like the Mahdddnanirnaya this book was also 
written by Vacaspati, but it is associated with the name of his patron, 
Mithilesha Harindrdyana, and it is therefore that sometimes it is said to be 
the work of Harindrayana also. In the MS. it is said that there were seven 
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Mdhdrnavas — KHya, Acdra, Vivada, Vyavahara, Dana, Shvddhi, and 
Pitryajna, of which this is the first. 

Some of the notable points are: — 

(i) He enumerates the following 36 Smrtikdras whose works alone are 

reliable : — 

JR, JR, arfjnr, ^3^, anTOJR, 

+ktiiii'i, 'Twr, RHT, HJRH, jfttnr, 

MM MM , fifM', JTT3RR3T, SRtW, iSHRfR, 

M'jihRt, 

'•ll'tlfe, dTR and I 

(ii) He uses the term Tarka for Mimamsa and he quotes Bhatta in his 

support (p. 2o). 

(iii) The eight Ndgaa are — 

^<.|qd, *TcITTR, 't>'tiTd+ and 

SR^spr. 

(iv) One should not eat the white class of vegetable called Shimba 

(aema) in the month of Kdrlika {51a). 

(v) He enumerates the seven objects constituting what is called 

sarvagandha — 

^ JTFft •dtqlO ^ I 

Mi’fTHT II 

He quotes amongst others the following : — 

+cMd<!, MiHJfkr:, JITMRiR 

'RtfffpRRT, tS'dlMMfrfstui, aRwHTg, trbRitiK, MImRt- 

^rf^dT, fqijqty.Mlfiqriq’, 5RHFIT* 

dl'=KI+<r«^+l, MTMK^-sl, MIR KM, ^ rMMvMM dT, iflJmm, 

Mf^RWT, ftldlMfiK etc. etc. 

28. Vivadacintamani. — ^This is one of the most important works on 
Hindu Law. It has been published both from Bengal and Bombay. It was 
first translated into English by the late Prasannakumara Tagore in 1863. 
Its importance can be assessed from what MM. P. V. Kane, in his History 
of Dharmashdstra, says — ‘ Vivadacintamani has been recognised by the 
High Courts in India and by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council as 
a work of paramount authority on matters of Hindu Law in Mithila’ 
(p. 399). 

It deals with the eighteen titles of law [vyavaharapadas), namely: 
(i) Non-payment of debt ( "MiMKId ) , (ii) Deposits (f^q), (iii) Selling 
without ownership , (iv) Joint Concerns (dt'HM URMPf), 

(v) Non-delivery of what has been given away (q-rUX'^lId'h), (vi) Non- 
payment of wages (^rPTHT SKRJT), (vii) Breach of contract (itf^ 

(viii) Rescission of sale and purchase ) , (ix) Dispute between 
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the owner and the keeper (fV^TK: ) , (x) Disputes regarding 

boundaries ) , (xi) Assault — verbal ( ) , (xii) Assault — 

physical ), (xiii) Theft (xiv) Violence ), 

(xv) Adultery ) , (xvi) Duties of man and wife 

(xvii) Partition and (xviii) Gambling and betting 3{T^^:), 

as described in the Manusmrti (Chapter XVIII). 

Certain notable facts picked up from the book are: — 

(i) The Smrti principles regulating the ‘Case’ (vyavahara) are based 
on reason and not on Shruti — 

^ g (P. 69). 

(ii) There are two sorts of thieves — one visible, .such as a merchant 
or a trader or a shopkeeper, and the other invisible, namely, 
those who make openings in one’s house, etc. 

(in) He says that no part or a quantity of pure gold will be lost even 
if it is heated for the whole day and night. This is the old view 
of the Naiyayikaa according to whom gold is a taijasa substance. 
In support of the above view he also quotes — 

— * srtifV verse 178). 

(iv) He notes that if one hundred Pala of silver is heated then only 

two Palas will be lost; and in the case of 100 Palas of glass 
if heated, only 8 Palas will be lost; in the case of 100 Palas of 
copper only 5 Palas will be lost; and if a goldsmith or other 
trader says that more than what is said above is lost, he should 
be punished for stealing. 

(v) The present ceremony known as the Dvlragamana amongst the 

Maithilas is referred to in this book. He also refers to the 
custom of giving some presents to a newly married bride at the 
time of bowing down to her father-in-law or mother-in-law 
or to other elders at the time of her fir.st arrival from her 
father’s house. 

He quotes amongst others the following: Halayudha, Ndrada, 
Grhastharatnakara, Pdrijdta, Eatndkara, Smrtisara, KaVpataru, Hdnta, Vydsa, 
Ydjriavalkya, Visnu, Kdtydyana, Lakamldhara, Prakdsha, Mitdk§ard, 
Prakdshakdra, Bdlarupa, and Medhdtithi. Besides, he refers to his own works 
Niticintdmani and Shrdddhacintdmani. 

In the very beginning the author says that he had consulted the 
Krtyakalpadruma, Pdrijdta, Eatndkara and others before he began this work. 

In one place (p. 2, Bombay ed.) he says — 

This refers to Nyaya-Sutra of Gautama, IV. i. 59-60, where it is argued 
that the duties of man are called ‘Debts’ in the sense that it is necessary to 
perform them. So the Bhasya makes it clear that the term Deht used here is 
not in its direct primary sense. 
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By t)ie way, V^acaspati. in order to clarify the meaning of eertain Sanskrit 
terms, has given their equivalents from hin ovm mother -tongue, Ma&fciii. 
For jnstaiicc, ^ ish'd (^l) for (Skt.) ‘ends of roof’ (p. 97); 

jflreRf^y (MaitliiliJ for or 3|q4i< (Skt.J 'rubbish' (p. 99); 

(MaithiliJ for rSTP^W- ' officer-in -charge of the toviTi' (f). 147); 

(Bombay cd.J, HRIF (Bengal cd. referred to by Hr. Kane, p. 4(KI, 
H. of Dha.) for (Skt.), pi. 1-57, meaning ‘a contrivance by which men 

erose over waterways’ as explained by iledhatithi; for >) <|+, 

meaning ‘mask-rat’ (pj. 16.5): qiiqi or q^iyf for meaning 'mules’ 

(p. 108). 

Besides, there are certain expjret.siorts in .Samkrit which look like word.'> 
of Maithili; for instance, the term q‘Jid|4 in 'pFf’tf 'TftTflW 

(pj. 210) look"- like the Maitliili ; at least the root 

appjears to be the same in both. + or is the same as 

in Maithili, meaning a kind of depjo.-it. 

He refers to the meaning a measure for measuring rice, 

etc. Tliis refers to the practice of keeping ineasure.s made of either wood or 
bamboo, called in Maithili rffc['| or dm or Ttfl. etc. for me.asuring rice, etc. 

There are certain Sanskrit words of very rare use, nameh', dSdl for 
^ (p. 70); for dlF-td (p. 82) — can lliis expression be due to the 

fact that these barbers wore accustomed to use probe, a kind of surgical 
instrument {siwilakd) for pretty surgical purpo.ses in olden times ? 

He uses the word or P4r< (Maithili ■^tpiT) in the sense of 

‘credit’ or ‘loan’ (p. 2). 

Ho refers to six kinds of interest to be taken by the money-lender: 
(i) Annual ('mIm'M ) , (ii) Monthly (diifrtdvl), (in) Double interest (-ddidfe) , 

(iv) Daily (f^Pdlqfe), (v) dilfm afTTfe 1:41 t’d I, any interest accepted 

under the pressure of some calamity, and (vi) ^ftFcrpT.' — I 

These are the works which are known to ii.s at present. 

Vacaspali’s place amongst the rligest-wrilers. 

It is admitted by aU that Vacaspati was a versatile scholar. Perhaps 
ho wrote the largest number of law -digests dealing with almost every aspect 
of the Dharma-Shastra. We know that there were several predecessors of 
his who also wrote several standard works on Hindu Law. But we do not 
know that any one of theni also could equally pjroduce any work on the 
Darshana-Hhastra. Vileaspati, on the other hand. Is a recognised author of 
no loss than ten standard works ou TJarshana. In this respect I think except 
one or two there are not many other instance.s even in Mithila. It was perhaps 
due to this very fact that they say — 

Vdeospati Miahra, the Senior, to whom a reference is made in the above 
line, was undoubtedly one of the gi-catost scholars that India has produced. 
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He is known to have written commentaries on all the six orthodox and six 
heterodox systems of philosophical thought, but we do not know so far if 
he ever wrote any work on the Dharmasliastra. But even so both are 
recognised as great versatile scholars of Mithila. The above line also refers 
to Shahkara Jlishra, son of Bhavanatha Mishra and Vacaspati Mishra, the 
Junior. 

Vacaspati’s views came soon to be recognised as authoritative in 
different parts of the country. We are aware that Eaghunandana Bhattdcdrya 
and Govindananda of Bengal have freety quoted Vacaspati and his 
works in their own law-digests. Nanda-Pandit refers to the Shraddha- 
cintdmani and Vacaspati by name in his Shraddhahalpalatd and Dattalca- 
mlmamsd respectively. Mitra Mishra quotes him in his well-known 
Viramitrodaya. Kanialdkara Bhatta also refers to Vacaspati and to his 
Shuddhicintdmani in his Nirnayasindhu (pp. 183, 204) and so on. Vacaspati’s 
name and fame thus spread over other parts of the country also. It has been 
already pointed out above that liis Vivddacintdmani is recognised by the Law 
Courts as a work of paramount authority on matters of Hindu Law in Mithila 
(vide P. V. Kane, History of Dharmasliastra, p. 399). Even at present we find 
that his views are quoted by great Maithila scholars with respect on matters 
of Dharnw-Shdstra in Jlithila and elsewhere. Such is the position which 
Vacaspati Mishra II occupies amongst the digest-vTiters. But it would not 
be out of place to say that oven then it would not be quite correct to say, 
like MM. Kane, that ‘he is the foremost nibandha-wiiter of MithUa’ (Hist, of 
Dharma., p. 399), for there have been several far superior and authoritative 
writers amongst the Maithilas, to name a few, Laksmldhara, Camfeshwara, 
Ettdradhara, Shrldatta, Harindtha, etc., whom Vacaspati himself quotes with 
great respect. Amongst Vacaspati’s own contemporaries we may mention 
the names of Misaru Mishra who was the Corut Pandita of Candra Simha, 
the brother of Bhairava Simha, the patron of Vacaspati-, Indrapati-, Prema- 
nidhi-, Laksmlpati; Shahkara Mishra, the well-known author of Vaishesika- 
Upaskdra, who have been famous writers in Mithila. 

Date of Vacaspati. 

For determining the date of Vacaspati we have the following information 
from his own w'orks : — 

(i) In Nydya-sutroddhara he speaks himself as Miihileshwara-suri. 

(ii) In the colophon of his Shudrdcdracintdmani he says — Mahd- 

rdjddhirdja-Shrltnaddharindrdyana-Parisad, a Court Pandita of 
the Maharaja Harindrdyana which was another name of 
Bhairava Simha. 

(iii) In the Pitrbhaktilaranginl towards the end he calls himself the 

Court Pandita of Bdmabhadradeva who was the son of Bhairava 
Simha. 

(iv) Vardhaindna Upadhydga, the son of Bhnvcshn of the Vilva-Pahraka 

family, the author of the Dandaviveka, calls Vacaspati his guru. 
This Vardhaindna also had Iroth Bhairava Simha and his son 
Bdmabhadradeva as his patrons (vide Dandaviveka and Oangd- 
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hftigavimka A 5JS. of Ites OattmJ^yiemka is 

found which fe da’-d La. h<im. 37fi^ Pama Tadi T^bmfJte. That 
is, F«/dA<r)«(a>i/j mil-'- hs'.c livf-d before La. Sam. Z~fj or 14:95-96. 

On the bsi-i- of tli<>o fac*’-. we xnav =97 that Vacaip-ati H also miist 
haw® Bred before 14*^3, According -c the httorj of >Ii;hila kings, BAaiVinin 
Simha Imn ■!*iccc“-d.sd hi? cider brother L/hlm S\mha on. the MitMla throne. 
Dkira /Simha wa- ruIiBg over Jlitliya in about La. Sam. 321, that is, 1 440 a-D., 
when & liLS. of the Selwlarpant. a commentary on the Sefifbandhin, the Pralrd 
poem, was tr.in.'-icrib£d, — 



T*PTT 

dld'l 




(Vide History of Tirhut, p. 74.) So Bhairam Simha mnst have mlfid after 
1440, In other worda, Bhiirava Simha must have ruled between 1440 and 
1493, Bhairava Sirnha was succeeded by his son Ramabhadradeva who 
was a ruler o! Mithila about 1495-96. As Vacaspati lived t.* the courts of 
both these kings, he should bo naturally placed about iLe same period. 
From the long list of his works it is also assumed tLi, . 1 ^ must have liv^ed. 
like Vidydpati Thakura one of his contemporaries, a very long life. There- 
fore, he may be easily placed in the last quarter r ' vhe fifteenth centurj’’. 


VSeaspati’s religious beliefs. 

Regarding the religious faith which Vacaspati had, it may be pointed out 
that in the M angola verse of most of his works he praises Lord Kr^rga or Fifnn 
or Hari and in some he also bows down to Shiva. But this matters very 
little with the Maithila writers. They are naturally worshippers of Shakti 
and at the same time they also worship Vipiu and Shiva. This peculiar 
harmonic combination of the Trinity is the natural faith of all IVlaithilas. They 
realise imity amidst diversity and there is never any inis\uiderstanding in 
their mind about the real nature of these. Hence, no purpose can be served 
by questions regarding the rehgious faith of any Maithila scholar. 

There is a wrong notion amongst a few MaithUas that there were three 
Vacaspati Mishras in Mithila. In fact, there have been only two — ^the first 
is the author of the Bhdmati, etc. who is known as the Vrddha Vacaspati, 
and the other is Vacaspati, the author of the above-mentioned Dharma- 
Shdslra works, who is therefore known as the Abhinava. The cause 
of misunderetanding appears to be that they do not know that the 
Dharmashdalri Vacaspati is identical with the Ddrahanika one. They take 
them to bo different persons. It has been shown above on the basis of the 
versKH found in his Krtyapradlpa, Shraddhakalpa, and Anumdnakharidafikd 
that tile Dharmmhdslri Vacaspati is identical with the Ddrshaniha Vacaspati. 
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The English translation of this work was finished by Dr. Jha in 
December, 1936, but unfortunately the whole translation could not be seen 
through the Press during his lifetime. He himself could only see the proofs 
up to page 224. For his translation Dr. Jha had used both the printed text 
and the MSS. of the Vivddacintdmani. Thus ; 

( 1 ) For the printed text, which he indicates as Pa, he has used the ‘ Shri 

Venkateshwara Press’, Bombay, Samvat, 1955, A.C. 1898, 
edition. 

(2) Another printed edition which he has indicated as Pb is an old 

edition. 

(3) Ma — -Paper manuscript, leaves 39, complete, Maithili script, fairly 

correct; about 100 to 150 yeans old — belonging to the writer. 

(4) Mb — ^Paper manuscript, incomplete, leaves 23 extending to about 

p. 79 of the edition Pa, Maithili script, belonging to Dr. Jha 
himself. 

Although in the Sanskrit editions the texts have not been numbered, 
yet they have been numbered here only for purposes of references and criti- 
cisms. For the notes he has mostly utilised his own book — ‘Hindu Law in 
its Sources’, Vol. II. 

I consider it to be a great honom- that the great master asked me to 
write out an Introduction for this translation. I did it as he had desired and 
handed over the Introduction to him while he was in good health, and I 
was fortunate enough to learn from him that the Introduction met with 
his approval. 
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VIVADACHINTAMANI 

VACHASPATI MISHRA 
Introduction 

Paet (A) — Benedictory 

When at the Assembly of Divine Beings, the Mother of Three Worlds 
arose out of the Milky Ocean with a smile on her lotus-like face, and her 
eye-brows raised high,— God Visnu accepted her with his glances, and 
with amorous feeh'ngs aroused in Himself by the advent of love, His hands 
moistened with profuse perspiration, — ^may God thus circumstanced save us 
from evil ! — (1) 

Vachaspati, having carefully studied the Kalpadruma (the KrtyakalpataTU 
of Lalismidhara), the Pdrijata and the Ratndkara (the Vivadaratnakara of 
Chandeshvara) and other works, — with his head bowing to the Lord of 
Lak?mi is going to compose the Vivadackintdmani. — (2) 


Part (B) — Enumeration of Subject. Heads of Dispute 

[iV.S . — The Texts quoted in the work have been numbered serially, for 
purposes of reference] 

On this point, saj's Manu (8.4-7) — 

[1] ‘Of these the first is (1) Recovery of Debt, then (2) Deposit, (3) Sale 
without Ownership, (4) Jobil Concerns, (5) Non-delivery of Gifts, (6) Non- 
payment of Wages, (7) Breach of Conventions, (8) Recission of Purchase 
and Sale, (9) Dispute between Owner and Keeper (of Cattle), (10) Boundary- 
disputes, (11) Assault — Physical, (12) Assault — Verbal, (13) Theft, (14) 
Violence, (15) Adultery, (16) Duties of Husband and Wife,* (17) 
Partition, (18) Gambling and Betting; these are the eighteen topics 
that form the basis of law-suits. 


* The right reading is ' Stripundkarmo vibhSgashcha' as in Manu. 




CHAPTER I 

Debt 

Eabt (A) — Gestbrai. 

Says Naiada — 

{2] ‘ Which debt is payable, — ^whicb ia not payable, — by whom, when and 
how it is to be paid, — the rules of giving and receiving, — all this is 
cmnprised under the topic of Dd)t (1.1). — When, for the purpose of 
security and profit, loan is given and taken, — it is called Loan on 
Interest. It is by this that money-lenders make a living (1.98).’ 

‘Security’’ — safety of the Principal; while this remains intact, there 
it ‘profit’, in the s^pe of Interest. — ^For the purpose of these, there is 
• giving and taking — ^these are acts so understood by both parties. Thus 
the meaning is that while the Principal remains intact, for the piupose of 
augmenting it, the creditor gives, advances, and the debtor receives them on 
the terms offered ; this ia called ‘ Debt 

In a case where there is no Interest, and the Principal remains as it 
was, — the name ‘ Debt ’ is applicable only in the indirect (figurative) sense ; 
because such a loan i.s not a moans of ‘ livelihood *. The basis for such 
figurative use of the name lies in the fadt that even such a loan has to be 
repaid in the same way as the Loan on Interest. This has been made clear 
under Discourse IV of the Nydyaeutra.* 

In the case of Debt there is ‘ receiving ’ of the same thing that has been 
‘ given — or of something of the same kind. Hence it is that where money 
is advanced for purposes of trade, it is not ‘Debt ’. 


The exact denotation of the term ‘ Debt ’ {Snam) has been thus 
described by Bfhaspati (11.2) — 

[3] ‘“Debt” ia that loan on interest which — fourfold or eightfold — is 
unhesitatingly received from a person who is poor (kutsita) and 
suffering (aidan),’ 

The particle ‘ or ’ imphos that there is no restriction.'!' 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[4] ‘Nothing on credit should be given to women, to slaves, or to minors; 
what is advanced to these is never recovered by the man advancing it.’ 

‘ On credit ’ — i.e. Loan. 

How the recovery of the loan is secured is thus explained by 
Drhaepati (11.1) — 


* Under Nyayasutra 4.1.59, it is argued that the duties of man are called 
‘ Debts ’ in the sense that it is necessary to perform them ; and under 4.1.60, the 
Bhaaya clearly says — ‘ The term Debt here ia not used in the direct primary sense ’. 

f That is how the ‘ twofold ’ also has been permitted. Debt, in fact, is to be 
dofinod os ‘ Loan on Interest ’ ; the rest of the text only provides an etymological 

explanation of tho name ‘ Kuinda’ — {Vivadaratndkara, page 6). — JoEy remarks 

‘ The commentators explain that “ unhesitatingly ” implies that it is sinful other- 
wise to aooopt a gift from an vmworthy person 
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[6] ‘The creditor should advance a loan after having secured a Pledge of 
adequate value, or a Security with a trustworthy surety, entering it 
into a bond duly attested by witnesses. ’ 

These have to be secured in order to inspire confidence. — ^Thi-s text is 
meant to be an advice. — '’Pledge' stands here for what is given for being 
used; — ‘Security’ stands for things other than those for use, — such things, 
for instance, as Gold and the like. This is the distinction between ‘ Pledge ’ 
(Adhi) and ‘Security’ {Bandha)^ 


Part (B) — Interest 

Question : — ‘What is the exact form of the Interest (derived from 
Loans)’ ? 

The answer is supplied by Manu (8.140) — 

[6] ‘The Money-lender shall stipulate an interest sanctioned by Vashi^tha, 

for increasing the capital. He shall take monthly the eightieth part of 
a Hundred.’!; 

Vashistha says as follows — 

[7] ‘In the matter of Loans on Interest, listen to the rate of Interest sanctioned 

by VnsM^tha — ^It is 5 Md?as in 20; in this morality is not outraged’ — 
{Vashistha- Smpi, 2.61). 

That is, for 20 Palos, the interest is 1 Jlfo^o.§ 

On the point says Brhaspati — 


♦ The right reading ‘anyat’ is provided by MSS. o and 6. 

■f The commentators agi'ee in explaining the term ‘ddki’, ‘pledge’, as de- 
noting a pledge to be used, such as, e.g. a cow to be used with her milk, or landed 
property pledged for its produce. The term 'bandha', ‘security’, is supposed to 
denote a pledge which must not be used : according to the Mayukha, however, it 
means a pledge not actually delivered to the creditor, — ^the debtor merely promising 
not to alienate it. J oily. — ‘Adhi ’ thus stands for the transaction commonly known 
as ‘sudbhamd’, and 'Bandha' for what is known in North India as 'bandhaka' 
or 'makbuP. — -The Vivddaratnakara (p. 6) however says — ' Adhibandhashabdau 
bhogyddhiparau ’ — ^i.e. ‘ The terms ddhi and bandha both stand for the pledge to be used ’. 
This can only mean ‘pledge capable of being used, in the way in which the cow 
and the land are used ’ ; and the distinction in that case would be that in the case of 
Adhi, the creditor would be actually enjoying the usufruct, while in that of Bandha 
he would not be actually doing so. In this explanation, however, golden ornaments 
and such things would not come in at all. — 'Of adequate value ’ — i.e. corresponding in 
value to the Principal and Interest. — 'Security with a trustworthy surety. ’ — ^In this 
case, as the creditor would not have the Pledge for use, he would naturally need 
a reliable surety. — The ‘trustworthiness’ of the surety should lie in his being 
more likely to remain accessible than ordinary people — [Vivddaratnakara, p. 6). — 
The Viramitrodaya (Vyavahara, p. 293) explains 'bandha' as ‘pledge deposited as 
security with a mutual friend ’. 

{ At the time of advancing the loan, he should clearly stipulate the rate of 
interest — says Medhatithi. — -Monthly' — ^i.e. after the lapse of a month — (Vivddarat- 
nakara, p. 7 and Viramitrodaya, p. 296). — 'Sanctioned by Vashistha’ — aalaiddownin 
Vashistha-Dharmashdsira 2.61; and Vashiafiia-Smfti 12.29. — ' Ashitibhdgam' — 
‘of 100 Kdrsdpanas, the eightieth part would be 20 Patios’ — says Smftitattva, 
p. 349; so also Prdyashchittaviveka, p. 420. — ^‘The meaning is that when 100 Rupees 
have been advanced, the creditor should charge IJ Rupee after the lapse of one 
month’ — [Viramitrodaya, 916). — -‘The legal interest per month on everjr 100 Panas 
is 1 j- Patia ; it is 6 Panas m business-transactions, 10 Panas for people trading in 
forests and 20 Panas for people trading on the seas’ — [Arthashdstra, p. 64). 

§ The 20 in Vashistha’s text stands for 20 Palos — [Vivddaratnakara, p. 7). 
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[8] ‘The Masa has been declared to be the twentieth part of the Pala.’ 

The ‘Ma?a’, in this context, is equivalent to 16 Raktikas-, so that for 
a debt of 20 Palas, which would be equal to 4 Suvarnas, the interest in a 
month * * * § would be 1 Suvartia, i.e. 6 Ma^s, the Masa being equal to 16 
Raktikas; — and this 1 Suvarna would be the eightieth part of 20 Palos; 
and thus the interest comes to be the eightieth part. — ^Under Mann's text 
(No. 6 above), for 100 Suvai-nas, the interest, after a month, would be 1 
Suvarna, plus 20 Raktikas (i.e. IJ Suvanm).'\ 

Even so, this rate of interest applies only to a Loan secured by a Pledge ; J 
as is clear from the following specific declaration § by Yajnavalkya — 

[9] ‘The eightieth part of the Principal shall be the interest per month, 

when the Loan is advanced on a Pledge.’ — (2.37) 

So also Vyastt — ■ 

flO] ‘The montlily interest has been declared to be the eightieth part; 
where there is a Pledge, — ^the eightieth pai’t along with its eighth part || 
when there is a Surety, — ^and 2 per cent, when there is no Pledge (or 
Surety).’ 

' Ashiiah' is eightieth part . — ' Sastahhdgah' — ^i.e. the eightieth part along 
with the eighth part of the eightieth part; so that when the Loan consists of 20 
Palas of Gold, the interest would be 9 Raktikas.% — ‘NirMhdna' ** — i.e. when 
there is neither Pledge nor Siu-ety. — ‘JDvikam shatam ’ — ^i.e. on ] 00 Suvarrias, 
the interest, in one month, would be 2 Suvarnas. — ^This is for the Brahmana, 
not for any other caste, ft 
As says Manu — 

[11] ‘He may charge just 2, 3, 4 or 5 per cent, per month, from the four 
castes respectively — (8.142) 

‘By taking 2 per cent, one does not inciir the sin of extortion.’ 
—(8.141) 


* The right reading is provided by the MSS, — ' Patavimahatitaye mdsena 
sodasha’. 

■f AU this computation in the Text is based upon the understanding that the 
Masa is equal to 16 Raktikas, for which the sole authority is Brhaspati. This 
measure, however, is not the one accepted by Manu (8.134) and Yajnavalkya (1.36- 
364) and Vimn. (4.1-13); according to whom, the Masa is 5 Raktikas, — 16 Masas 
make 1 suvarna. For details see notes on Manu. 

J This view has been accepted by Kulluka and other commentators on Manu ; 
Medhatithi says nothing on this point. — Vivddaratnakara (p. 7) and Viramitrodaya 
(p. 916) agree with the view here expressed. 

§ The right reading supplied by the MSS. is ' vishesa/paraydjna . . 

II ¥ot' Sdatabhdgah’ , the Smrlichandrikd, p. 361, reads 'adsfho bhdgah, ‘the sixtieth 
past ’. 

H By this, the interest obtained is 2 Puranas, reduced by 2 Panas ( Vivddarat- 
ndkara, p. 7). 

** ‘Nirddhdna’ — ‘ddAdjio’, ‘Pledge’, here stands for the Pledge along with the 
Surety ; hence the meaning is that in a case where there is neither Pledge nor Surety, 
the interest obtained is 2 Puranas {Viva. ra.). 

tt This is for the Brdhmana; for the Ksatriya and other castes, the rates have 
been specially prescribed as 3 or more Puranas in Manu 8.142. — -(Vi. ra.) 

These rates are to be charged for one year only, not beyond that. — These 
rates are permissible for the money-lender who could not make a living for his family 
by advancing loans at the ordinary rate, which is only IJ per cent; — or for the 
small capitalist; or in cases where the borrower is known to be dishonest. — 
{Medhatithi). 
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In the case of Loans secured by Pledge, etc. also, the rate of interest is 
enhanced according to the caste. So that when the interest charged from 
the Brahmana is 1, that charged from the K^atriya is IJ, from the Vaishya 
2, and from the Shiidra 2J. If the Vaishya, — or even the Brahmana and 
others in abnormal times of distress — receives interest, in accordance 
with this declaration of Manu, ho does not incur sin; while by charging 
rates higher than this, — such as ‘stipulated’, ‘compound’ and other rates 
(see Text 13 below). — one causes distress to the debtor and thereby incurs 
sin. In normal times, if people other than the Vaishya receive either of 
these two sets of rates (the 2, 3, 4, B per cent, or the compound, etc; — i.e. 
any interest more than the per cent), they incur sin. 

Says Harlta — 

[12] ‘On 25 Purapas, the monthly interest should be 8 Panas-, at this rate, 
in 4 years and 2 months, the Principal stands doubled. This is a 
rate of interest that is righteous; by taking this, the creditor does not 
fall from righteousness.’ 

In this way, in 50 months, the Principal becomes doubled; bej'ond that 
the Principal does not become augmented; — ^this is what is meant.* 


Question : — What other rates of Interest are there, and how many are 
they ? 

On this point says Brhaapati (11.4-5) — 

[13] ‘ Interest has been declared by some to be of four kinds; of five kinds, 
by others; by others again, of five kinds: {a) Kdyika (Corporeal), (b) 
Kdlikd (Periodic), (c) Chakra (Compormd), (d) Kdrika (Stipulated), 
(e) Shikhd (Hair), (/) Bhogalabha (Enjoyment. Use).’ 

And Vyasa — 

[14] ‘The interest in the form of milch cattle, beasts of burden and personal 
service is called Kdyika, Corporeal.’ f 

But Ndrada [supplies the following definition of the Kdyika, interest] — 
[16] ‘Interest at the rate of one Pana, or Half-Parui or more, paid regularly, 
without detriment to the Principal is called Kdyikd ’ — (1.104) 

The term ‘Edya’ (under this definition) stands for the Principal; that 
Interest which causes no detriment to this Prhicipal, — i.e. which does not 
reduce it. — 'Regularly ’ — i.e. yearly. — ‘Panardha ’ — is one Parui and a Half and 
so on. — ^For ‘ pandrdhddyd’ , Haldyudha. reads ‘ patiavdhyd’ , which means 
‘that which is vdhya, capable of accumulating for a hundred years, when 
the Principal consists of one Pana’-X 


* This nile refers to the Brahmana debtor, says Vivadaratndkara, p. 8. 
t V ivddaratndkara (p. 10) takes the compound' dohya-vdhya-kanna' as standing 
for the use of milch cattle and beast of burden. Medhdtilhi on Manu 8.153 includes 
under 'Kdyika’, that payable by bodily labour or by the use of a pledged animal or 
slave. The translation above has adopted this explanation, as more comprehensive. 
Jolly also on Ndrada 1.104 says — 'Brhaspati and Vydsa, derive the term ‘Kdyikd’ 
from' Kdya’, Body, and explain that it denotes bodily labour, or the use of a pledged 
slave’. 

J The V ivddaratndkara (p. 10) also has noted this reading and explanation 
and has rejected it on the ground that this reading has not been adopted by any 
other rnbandha. It adds the following notes — ‘Kdya ’ is the body of the Principal. — 
‘ Shashvat-pandrdhddya’ — what has been fixed at a definite rate — a Pana and a 
half and so forth, — fixed once for all by both parties. 
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It has to be noted here that the Kayiha, Corporeal, Interest, as defined 
by Vydsa (Text 41 above), would be included under the ‘Interest by enjoy- 
ment or use’ (the sixth kind mentioned by Brhaspati under Text 13 above),— 
while as defined by Ndrada (in Text 16) it is different from that. 

[Narada continues] — 

[16] ‘That which runs by the month * * * § is called Kalikd, Periodic. — (1.103). 
Interest upon Interest is called Chalcravrddhi,\ Compound Interest. 
—(1.104) 

Says Kdtydyana (defining the KdrUd, ‘Stipulated’. Interest) — 

[17] ‘An enhanced ]: rate of interest may be paid when it is one that has 
been stipulated by the debtor in view of the urgency of his need § ; and 
this is called the Kdritd, Stipulated, Interest. — The excessive Interest 
stipulated in other circumstances, is not payable.’ 

‘In other circumstances’ — i.e. to which the Debtor has been made to 
agree, by force. 

BrJuispati (11.7), defining the Hair-Interest, ‘ Shikhavrddhi') says: — 

[18] ‘The Interest that is realised day by day has been regarded as the 
Hair-Interest, (Shikhavrddhi); it grows daily like the Hair -tuft, and 
as the Hair ceases to grow only when the head is out off, so the Interest 
ceases only when the Principal has been paid up. This is why it is 
called the Hair-Inierest\\\ The Interest of Enjoyment consists in the 
rent of the House and the produce of land.’ 

The 'stoma' of the House is the rent realised from it; or the use of the 
Bed and other articles of fumittire in the House. U The enjoyment of the 
produce of the field that has been pledged is called ‘Shada', ‘Ih'oduce’; the 
term being derived from the root ‘Shadlr’ to cut (harvest).** — I’his has been 
called also ‘Adhibhoga’, ‘use of the pledge’. 

What has been just said is only by way of illustration. For says 
Kdtydyana — 


* ‘Interest computed month by month is called Periodic.’ — says a Text. 
But ‘ month ’ here is only illustrative. What is meant is that interest which is not 
allowed to acctnnulate, but is reahsed day by day, or month by month. — Another 
kind of Periodic Interest is that in which the creditor has stipulated — •* If you do not 
pay the interest at .such and such a time, the Principal shall become doubled’ — 
{Vivada. R.). 

f Interest charged on interest is called Ohakravrddlii, Compound Interest. 
Others explain the term as ‘wheel interest’; in the case of wheeled conveyances, 
— cart, etc. — ^interest is paid only for those days on which they are used. So also 
in the case of beasts of burden — {Medhatithi on Manu 8.153). 

J That is, higher than the sanctioned rates of the eightieth part, or 2, 3, 4 per 
cent—(Vivddaratndkara, p. 10). 

§ The excessive rate may be paid only when it has been voluntarily agreed to 
by the debtor, not when he has been forced by the creditor to agree to it — 
(Vivddaratndhara, p. 11, and Vtramitrodaya, p. 295). This text occurs in Brhaspati 
(U.9) also. 

II The Hair-Interest is realised day by day, — ‘day by day’ standing for that 
number of days witliin which the debtor has promised to repay — [Viramitrodaya, 
p. 294). 

The necessary ‘ cd ’ is found in Msb. 

** The Viramitrodaya (p. 294) offers a different explanation : — Interest in the 
shape of the satisfaction derived from residing in the house that has been pledged, 
and also in the shape of using the grains and fruits and other things produced in 
the land that has been pledged. ‘House’ and ‘Land’ here stand for immoveable 
property in general. 
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[19] ‘ Where the whole use or enjoyment of the Pledge has been assigned as 
the Interest, that transaction represents what has been called the 
Interest of Enjoyment.' 

That is, it is a case of ‘Interest of Enjoyment’ whore the stipulation is 
that ‘the using of this article will constitute the Interest’. 

Thus then, (1) the Corporeal Interest is payable by the year; (2) the 
Periodic by the month; (3) Compound Interest is interest on the interest; 
(4) Stipulated Interest is that which has been agreed to under distress; (5) 
the Hair -Interest grows day by day; and (6) Interest of Enjoyment consists 
in the service of slaves, etc. (cattle). 

In reference to the fifth (Hair-Interest), first (Corporeal Interest) and 
sixth (Interest of Enjoyment) — ^ays Brhaspati (11.11) — 

[20] ‘Hair-Interest’, ‘Periodic Interest’ and ‘Interest by Enjoyment’ shall 
be taken by the creditor so long as the Principal is not cleared off’. 

That is, in the case of these three kinds of Interest, if the Principal 
remains unpaid for a long time, the creditor may realise even more than the 
maximum interest sanctioned, in the form of ‘double’ and the like. 


Apart from the ‘Enjoyment of the Pledge’, the debt may not be 
paid after three generations; as says Yajnavalkya (2.90) — 

[21] ‘The Pledge is enjoyed so long as the Debt is not paid up ;’ — 

— which means that the Loan with a Pledge should be paid, even by 
the debtor’s great-grandson.* 

In continuation of the sentence ‘The Creditor shall restore’ — PistiMsays — 

[22] ‘not the immoveable Pledge, unless there is a special agreement to that 
effect, — even when the Interest has reached the maximum’ — (6.7-8). 

That is, unless the Creditor has promised that — ‘When the Interest has 
reached the maximum, this Pledge shall be restored’, — even though the 
Interest may have reached the maxiraiun, through the enjoyment of the 
Pledge, — ^he should not restore it to the debtor, f 
Says Tdjnavalkya (2.64) — 

[23] ‘In a case where a Pledge is given on the widerstanding that it is to 
bo enjoyed after the Principal has become doubled, — the Pledge is to be 
restored as soon as the profit derived from the Pledge has made up the 
amount of the doubled Principal.’]: 

- This also is to be taken as applying to the case where there is such 
an agreement accepted by the creditor; as it is simpler to take this text along 
with the above declaration of Vimu (Text 22). 


* This is an exception to the general rule that the debt ceases to be payable 
after three generations — -says the Mitdksard . — What is meant by the text is that 
even after the interest has reached the ‘double’ by computation of the enjoyment, 
— the ‘interest’ in the shape of enjoyment is to continue — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 13). 

t Even though the maximum Interest has been realised by the creditor, though 
the enjoyment of the Pledge, until the Principal is paid up, the creditor shall not 
give up the Pledge, unless he has previously agreed to surrender it after the lapse 
of a certain time — (Vivadanaindkara, pp. 13-14). 

] ‘This text is applicable to cases where the income from' the Pledge is to be 
taken in lieu of the Interest and also in reduction of the Principal. That is why 
this is known among the people as Ksayddhi ’ — Mitdksard. 
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From among the six kinds of Interact (enumerated above in Text 13), 
Jotir are not to be realised after one year; as says Qotama (i.e. GatUama) * 

[24] ‘One shall not pay (or receive f) interest beyond the year, — ^nor what 
is unapproved (or unaccumulated) ; nor Compound Interest, nor Periodic 
Interest, nor Stipulated Interest, nor Corporeal Interest.’ — (8.153) % 

It has been declared above by Bfhaapati (in Text 20) that the Corporeal 
Interest may be taken till the Principal is paid up; but that refens to the 
Corporeal Interest as defined by Ndrada (in Text 15, above; as it is only 
that which can be ‘without detriment to the Principal’ as stated by Narada). 
The Corporeal Interest, on the other hand, which is mentioned by Gotama 
{Manu) in the text (24) just quoted, is the interest that is payable by bodily 
service, — ^which is realised tluough the service of slaves and others ; that this 
is so is held on the strength of its co-ordination with what has been declared 
by Brhaspati. Hence the milking of the Cow, etc. is to be enjoyed only 
till the end of the year. 

The four kinds of Interest — Compoimd and the rest,- — -which have been 
forbidden, are to be taken if it has been agreed upon § ; such being the 
implication of the next sentence ‘nor what is unapproved’ (in Q’ext 24). 

As a matter of fact. — (a) the receiving, through enjoyment, of interest 
beyond the ‘double’, (6) the realising of Compound Interest, and (c) when the 
Principal with accrued Interest has become doubled, then to treat this double 
account as the Principal and the realising of further interest on this new 
Principal, — all this is xmrighteous: it is not meant that these are not payable 
at aU; because that they are payable has been declared by Brhaspati (Text 13 
above). 

This is the reason why Brhaspati (11-12) says — 

[25] ‘To continue to retain and enjoy the Pledge after the double of the 
Principal ha.s been realised from it, to charge Compound Interest, and 


This should bo Manu-, as the text is actually Manu’s, 8.153. The same 
idea is found in OautaTna also (12.30, 34-36), but the words there are different. 

■f Though the prohibition is addressed to the debtor (‘shall not pay'), it is 
really meant for the creditor. — Or'-nirharH’ may itself mean ‘receive’ — (Mild.). 

J The interest that has been sanctioned in connection with all castes — at the 
rate of 5 per cent — shall bo realised for one year only, and not after the lapse of 
a year. Or the meaning may be that no interest shall be realised during the year. 
.... Or the moaning may be that at the time of the transaction itself, it shall be 

determined whether the interest shall be computed monthly or yearly 

‘Unapproved’ — ^not sanctioned by the scriptures; but as this has been already 
prohibited under 8.152, ‘adrstd’ should be taken as ‘ unacciunulated ’ ; the meaning 
being that interest shall not be received by the day or by the month, — until it has 
accumulated during several months ’ — Medhdtithi. 

§ The question is raised — ^why should there be a special prohibition of the 
‘Compound’ and other Interests, when the rates of Interest payable have been 
definitely laid down as 2, 3, 4, 5 per cent. — ^The answer given by Medhdtithi is that 
this prohibition itself indicates that such Interests also are permissible under special 
circumstances ; as laid down in Ydjnavalkya and other SmrCis. 

Shukraniti says — ‘Creditors deprive people of their property by means of the 
Compound Interest; the king should protect the people from them’ — (4.5.633). 

V ivadaratnakara (p. 9) says — -The meaning of the Text is that if the creditor, 
suspecting an early repayment of the loan, should stipulate that the loan must 
continue for a certain time, then he cannot stipulate thus for more than a year. — 
Haldyadha. however, holds the meaning to be that, however much be the eagerness 
of the Creditor to earn much Interest, he should receive payment before one year 
passes, and not beyond that. — Nor should he receive interest that is ‘adrsfa, not 
sanctioned by the scriptures. The Interests not sanctioned are the Compound 
Interest and the rest. 

The Krtyakalpataru adds the explanation that the Interest is to be calculated 
from the first month up to the end of the year — not beyond that. 
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to realise the Principal along with Interest accrued (at the time of 
returning the Pledge), — all this constitutes Usury and is censured.’* * * § 

The taking of Interest beyond the double, the taking of Interest on 
Interest, adding the Interest to the Principal and then treating and realising 
it as Principal, — all these three transactions have been condemned, — says the 
Orhastharatnakara . 


Paet (C) — Unstipblated Intekbst 
Says Katydyana — 

[26] ‘If a man, having taken a loan, goes away when asked to repay it, 
then Loan begins to yield interest after three months.’ 

'Vddhdra', ‘Loan’, here stands for ordinary Loan, without interest. 
After repayment has been asked for, interest begins to accrue after three 
months, t 
Again — 

[27] (o) ‘Having purchased a commodity, if the purchaser goes away, 
without paying the purchase-money, then interest begins to accrue on 
that money, after three seasons.’]: 

(6) ‘Deposit, Balance of Interest, Commodity sold, and Purchase- 
money, — ^if thest are not delivered on demand, they begin to yield 
interest at the rate of 6 per cent,’ 

'Kraya' is article sold. — ‘Vikraya' is purchase-money. ‘After three 
seasons’ has to be construed with this second text (6) also. — The upshot§ of 
the whole thus is that, in the ease of a Deposit, Balance of Interest, Rircha-so- 
money or article sold, — not being delivered when demanded, — after six 
months (which constitute three seasons], interest at the rate of 5 Panas 
per cent has to be paid by the ShUdra; this restriction (to the Shudra) being 
due to the different rates of 2, 3 and 4 having been prescribed for the other 
castes (see Text No. 11 above). 


* It is censured — even though sanctioned by the scriptures — says Vivdda- 
ratnSkara. 

I Katyayana appears to have laid down several rules : (o) In one text be says 
— ^"If a man, having taken a loan, goes away without paying it, — -that loan begins 
to bear Interest after one year’. This however has been taken by Vtramitrodaya, 
p. 302, to refer to oases where no payment has been demanded during the year. — 
(6) In another text, he says — -‘If the man, while remaining in bis own place, does 
not repay the loan on demand, he sliould be forced to pay Interest, even though 
it had not been stipulated’. 

X Vlramitrodaya (p. 302). — This refers to eases where no demand has been 
made by the vendor. In a case where the demand has been made, but no pay- 
ment made. Interest begins to accrue from the date of demand (see Text b below). 

Smrti-chandrika (p. 363). — The rate of Interest chargeable in this ease would 
be the eightieth part, 

§ This does not appear to be the opinion of other authorities : Por instance, 
Paraaharamadhava (p. 169) says that this is an exception to the genera] rule laid 
down by Narada that ‘even unstipulated Interest begins to grow after six months’. 
and ivadaratnakara (p. 16) says — ^What is meant is that if the vendor fails to 
deliver, on demand, the commodity sold, — or the vendor fails to pay, on demand, 
the purchase-money, — both become liable to pay Interest at the rate of 5 per cent. 
— ^Both these appear to hold the view that Interest begins to accrue immediately 
after the demand, not after six months, as stated by V ivddachintdmani . 
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[28] ‘A loan advanced through affection should not yield interest, unless 
repayment has been demanded. If, on demand, it is not paid, it shall 
yield interest at the rate of 6 per cent.’ 

' Pritidatlam' is Loan advanced on account of affection. 

In this case, Interest begins to accrue after the lapse of three months;]' 
in accordance -with the above-mentioned statement of Kdtyayana (Text 26). 
Says Narada (1.108) — 

[29] ‘No interest should ever be realised on ■vchat has been given through 
affection, unless it has been stipulated.]; Even without an agreement, 
interest does accrue in such cases after the lapse of half a year.’ 

‘Datldrulfn ’ — ^The 'ddna' here stands for mere giving (without any 
talk of repayment); § hence there is incompatibility in this text ■with the 
period of ‘throe montlis’ spoken of above (in Text No. 26), where ‘regular 
loans, are meant. 

Again (says Kalydyana)— 

[30] ‘If a man, having taken a loan, goes away without repaying it, that 
loan begins to bear interest after three seasons.’ || 

The ‘ going away ’ is not meant to be an essential factor, as is clear from 
the following (from Kalydyana ) — 

[31] ‘Even while remaining in his own place, if the man does not repay the 
loan, on repeated demands, — then, he should be made to pay, even 
against his -wish, interest, K even though it may not have been stipulated.’ 

This however should be understood to refer to cases where the man has 
gone away through dishonest motives. 

In a case where the man has gone away on important brisiness, and not 
through dishonest motives, — it should be as declared by Vifnu in the follo'wing 
text — 

[32] ‘On the lapse of a year, the}’ should pay the sanctioned Interest,* * * § ** even 
if not stipulated.’ — (6.4) 

‘ On the lapse of a year’ — i.e. after one year. 

The upshot of the whole is as follows: — ^In all these cases, — of Purchase- 
money, Deposit, etc., if pa}’ment is withheld, even on demand — ^through 
dishonest motives, — Interest begins to accrue after six moiUhs; while in 
ca.ses where there is no dishonest motive, it does so after one year. 

Says Narada (2.36) — 


* This same Text ocours in Narada 1.109 also. 

f Other commentators do not accept this view. Asahdya (on Narada) and 
Viramitrodaya hold that this loan shall yield Interest at the rate of 5 per cent from 
the day of the demand, 

J Apardrka explains 'anakaritam' as ‘not demanded’. 

§ This is the explanation added by Viramitrodaya (p. 301). It adds — Where 
the loan is taken without any understanding as to the time of repa}anent, Interest 
begins to accrue after six months. — So also Parasharamddhava (p. 168). 

II According to another reading, found in Viramitrodaya, p. 302, the period 
is ‘one year’. Vivdd/watndkara, p. 16, reads as here. 

In this case the Interest payable is 2, 3, 4 or 5 per cent (according to the 
caste of the debtor — ■[Vivddaratndkara, p. 16). 

** That is, at the rate of 2, 3, 4 or 5 per cent, according to the caste of the 
debtor — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 16). 
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f33] ‘Price of things bought, wages, deposits, fines, what has been attained 
by fraud,* * * § improper gifts, etc., and winnings at dice, — these do not 
bear Interest, unless so stipulated.’ 

The Interest that has been declared payable under Katydyatia’s text 
(No. 27 above), relating to Deposit and Purchase-money is in reference to 
the case where the debtor has gone away tlrrough dishonest motives. f 

[In Text 33] — ‘Bhrti’ is wages-, — ' abhiharikam’ — ^what has been obtained 
by fraud or force; — ‘ vrthaddnam' — what has been promised, without any 
religious motive ; — ‘akfikapana’ — ^winnings at gambling, etc. J 
Says Samvarta — 

[34] ‘There is no Interest on ' Stridhan/i’ , on Interest already earned, on 
Deposit that has retained its condition, on what had been in doubt, 
or on what hae been due from a Surety; — ^unless it has been voluntarily 
stipulated.’ § 

'Stridhana’ — the Wife’s property spent by the Husband through love 
and affection. 

Similarly, having spoken of the ‘Husband, Son|| and others’, the same 
writer saj^s: — 

[35] ‘If any one of these (Husband, Son and others) uses the Stndtiana 
forcibly, he should be made to pay the Interest, and he should also 
sufier punishment. If, however, he uses the same lovingly and with 
her consent, he should be made to repay the Principal only, — ^whenever 
he may happen to have the wherewithal to pay it.’ 


Paet (D) — The M.4xiMtrM Interest allowed 

Says Vyasa — 

[36] ‘What is due from the Surety, the loan whereof the Pledge has been 
enjoyed (used up), that which has been offered (by the debtor) but not 


* The translation adopts the reading ‘ yachchabhihdrikam' which has been 
adopted by Vivadachintdmani and Vivadaratndkara (p. 20). Other digests read 
'yashcha prakalpitah’ which means ‘[the fine] that has been imposed’. 

f The MSS. o and 6 read this passage differently — ’’tachchhudmapraveahitaparani 
vrddhdvapyevam’ (Ms. A), and ‘ tachchhadmandpraveshitaparam vrddhdvapyevam, 
achchhadmandpraveshitaparam vrddhevapyevam’ (Ms. B). It is best as in the 
printed text. 

J The ‘Price of things bought’ and ‘Deposit’ in this text stand for other 
than those that have not bean repaid on demand ; as for those the Interest payable 
has already been laid down before. — 'Fine’ — ^here stands for the Highest Amercement 
and the rest. — ‘Improper gift’ — ^what has been offered, not actually given, without 
any religious motive. — ‘Vivakmta’ is Interest agreed upon by both parties. In 
cases where they have already agreed upon the rate of Interest payable, that has 
to be paid of course — {Vivadarafndkara, p. 20). 

§ ‘ Sindhana’-—the six kinds of it as defined in law — which has been borrowed 
by the husband. — ‘Deposit, etc. ’ — the deposit meant here is other than the one 
that has not been restored on demand . — •' What has been in doubt. ’ — In regard to 
which there had been a doubt as to whether or not it was payable, or it was only 
subsequently decided that it was payable. — ' Unless, etc. ’ — if stipulated, it has to be 
paid in these cases also — {Vivadaratndkara, p. 20). 

‘Deposit, etc.’ — i.e. which has not changed hands. — ‘From a Surety’ — i.e. from 
the man who had stood security for the repayment of the debt — (Pardsharamddhava, 
p. 170). 

II The right reading is ‘ bharCr-putrddin’ as in both MSS. 
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accepted (by the creditor), Finos, the Wager and the Promised Gift, — all 
this does not yield Interest; nor when the debtor is held imder restraint. 
As regards the amount due from the Surety, he has to pay only the 
double.’ 

That is, in the ease of the security-accoimt, it does not become doubled 
(by the accruing of further interest). 

‘Bandha' stands for the Pledge to be kept. — ‘Prapanna’ — one who is 
kept under restraint by the creditor. * * * § — 'Shulka’ stands for the amount 
that had been stated. — ‘ Pratishruta' — the gift that has been promised. This 
last must refer to the Improper Gift, as it is simpler to take it thus m view 
what has been declared by Ndrada above (under Text 33). 

Says Ydjnavalkya (2.44) — 

[37] ‘If the creditor does not accept the loan he had advanced, — when it is 
being repaid to him, — it should be deposited with a middle-man (neutral 
party); and thenceforth, it ceases to yield interest.’ 

Gotama (12.33) — 

[38] ‘The debt of the man held under restraint does not yield Interest. ’f 
That is, it ceases from the day of the restraint.]: 

The question that arises next is — If the debt remains unpaid for a long 
time, to what extent does it increase ? 

In answer to this, saj’s Gaxdartva (12.31) — 

[39] ‘If the loan remains outstanding for along time, the Principal becomes 
doubled.’ 

That is, even though the time elapsed might justify even the trebling, etc. 
of the Principal, the dovbling of it is all that is allowed. 

This applies only to the case of Gems and such things.§ 

In this comiection. Manu (8.151) lays down certain special rules: — 

[40] ‘ Interest on || loan taken ^ at one ** time shall not exceed the 


* Vivddaratndkara (p. 21) takes 'Shulkam pratishrutam' together and takes it 
to mean ‘ the fee that one has agreed to pay ’. 

]• The meaning is that — ‘the debt of a debtor who, being desirous to pay, is 
imprisoned by the king or others, — who is thus unable to pay — does not increase 
from that date ’ — Haradatta (commentary on Goiama). 

]: The right reading is ‘avarodhadindt na vardhate ’ — as in the two MSS. 

§ According to Vivddaratndkara (p. 17), however, this refers to ordinary loan- 
transactions. — See below for further notes on this point. 

II There is some confusion regarding the exact meaning of the term 
' Kwddawrddhih’ . Curiously enough the Yivadachinldmani restricts it to the loan 
of gems and such things. — Medhdlillii however takes 'Kusida' in the sense of 
‘monetary loans ’, the advancing of money for earning Interest. He goes on to say — 
‘or the money advanced may itself be called Kusida ’. 

‘Taken’-, the word in the text is ' sdkrddhrtd,' it is so read by V ivddachintd- 
mani; which however notes later on the other reading ‘ sakj-ddhiid’ , which it 
says is ‘wrong reading’ Vapapdthah’ as read in the MSS.]. ‘Ahrtd’ means taken, 
borrowed-, while ‘dMtd’ means the stipulated (Interest). The reading ‘ahrtd’ is not 
accepted by Medhdtithi, who remarks — ‘If the word is read as dhftd, then the 
exact signification of ‘sakrt’ becomes doubtful’. — ^It is not easy too to construe 
‘dhrtd’ in the femmine (which should qualify the loan, kusida which is what is taken), 
‘Akita’, ‘stipulated’, therefore, should be accepted as the right reading. 

** The exact signification of the term ‘stipulated at one time’ has been thus 
explained by Medhdtithi : — ‘This phrase has been added with a view to the renewal 
of loans ; even after the Principal has become doubled, if the creditor is willing to 
earn further Interest, and the debtor also wishes to retain the money for the purpose 
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double.* In the ease oi Grains, Fruits, "f Wool % and Beasts of Burden, 
it shall not go beyond the quintuple.’ § 


of carrying on some larger business, he renews the bond, entering, as the new 
Principal, the former Principal along with the Interest accrued up to date, and 
thenceforward, it is on this new Principal that Interest begins to accrue ; so that the 
original Principal, though already doubled, continues to grow further. — -It also 
continues to grow further when transferred to another party. — Alt these cases are 
excluded from the purview of the present rule by the phrase “stipulated for the 
first time”. — Some people have held that this rule refers to a case where the whole 
amount of Interest accruing during the year is paid at one time. But this is not 
acceptable. ’ 

Apcvra/rka (on Yajflavalkya 2.39) remarks on this text of Manu: — ^What the 
phrase at one time means is that even after the Principal has become doubled, the 
Interest may, with the consent of the debtor, be added on to the Principal and 
thus it will go on growing further. This applies to loans of gold, 

Mitdksard (on Ydjnavallcya 2.30) has the following remarks ‘ This rule applies 
to cases where the loan is advanced at one time and also repaid at one time. If 
the transaction is renewed either between the same parties or through a third inter- 
mediary, then, — after the adjustment of the loan-account, by addition and 
subtraction, the new Principal becomes the subject of a new transaction and as 
such, begins to earn further interest. — Even where the original transaction stands 
and continues, — if the creditor has gone on realising his Interest either daily or 
monthly or annually,-— there is no chance of his dues (Principal and Interest) 
becoming doubled ; so that in such cases, the Interest does continue to accrue even 
when after what has been realised is actually the double of the Principal. ’ — According 
to Mitdksara then, the present rule is applicable to cases where the entire loan has 
been advanced at one tune (not from time to time), and the repayment also is made 
at one time, after the accounts have been made up after the lapse of some time, 
and the payment thus, of the entire Principal along with the accrued Interest, is 
received at one time ; so that the total amount received does not exceed the double 
of the Principal. 

The VyavaMra-maydkha (p. I7I) agrees with this view. 

* 'Double'. — Theexaot words of Afareu’o text are — ‘ Vfddhih dvaigunyam natyeti', 
‘the Interest shall not exceed the double’; and if it is the Interest that is to become 
double, then such an Interest, along with the Principal, would make the amount 
payable treble of the Principal, which is not what is intended. — ^Medhatithi has 
met this difficulty in the following manner: — In the compound ‘dviguna’, the 
term 'quna' stands loi fold or parti and when we come to look out for the whole 
of which it is a part, it is the Principal which, from the context, appears to be that 
whole. Hence when the Text speaks of the ‘double’, what is meant is the double 
of the. capital advanced. — That this is the real intention of the law is clear from the 
text of Ydjnavallcya (2.64) — which says that ‘The Pledge is to be redeemed when the 
Principal has become doubled’, — and that of Gautama (12.31), which says — ‘When 
there is delay the capital advanced shall become doubled ’. 

■{■‘ySoda’has been explained by Vivddachintdmaniaa'Shasya ’,‘what is harvested’. 
This however does not appear to be right; as'grains’ (' dhdnyam') also are harvested . — 
Medhdtithi explains it as ‘fruits of trees’, because (he says) grains here are mentioned 
separately. — Vivddaratndkara (p. 17) explains it as' fruits growing on trees’. 

^‘iouo’,— says Medhadithi — stands, among northerners, for wool. — Vivdda- 
ratndkara (p. 17) explains it as ‘the wool growing on sheep, etc. ’, 

§ 'Quintuple' — Medhdtithi adds the following notes: — -Another Snirti text 
{Ndrada, p, 107) lays down ‘ quadruple ‘ in the case of grains. The law on this point 
is as follows : — If the money-lender has become reduced to poverty and the debtor 
has become opulent, — having earned much wealth by means of the grain borrowed, 
— -then it is to be quintuple, and in other cases, it is only quadruple' . 

Vivddaratndlcara (p. 17). — In the case of these things, it may so happen that the 
man has borrowed a hundred at the usual rate of 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 per cent ; but after 
the lapse of a long time, he is not able to pay more than 600; then this is all that 
is payable. — In regard to grains, Bfhaspati has placed the limit at quintuple; Vipiu, 
Marichi, Vashisfha and Hdrita at triple. The exact amount payable, under the 
circumstances, is to be determined either by the circumstances of the debtor, or by 
considerations of the high or low prices nt which grains are selling at the time. 
So also in the ease of other things. 
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That is, in the case of Gems and such things borrowed for the first time, 
the Interest is only double ; — and in the case of Grains and other things, the 
Interest is quintuple. 

Thus the sense is that when the loan-transaction is entered into more 
than once, the Interest may be more than double. — Such appears to be the 
view of the Ratnakara and others also. — The reading ‘dhitd’ (in place of 
'dhftd') therefore is not right. 

‘Vdhya’ — Beasts of Burden; such as the ox and the Uke. — ‘Shada’ is 
what is harvested. — 'Ijava' is what is clipped, shorn, e.g. wools, except 
that of sheep. 

That in the above text, the Sheep's wool is not excluded is shown by 
the exception apavndaka' as in MSS.] provided by Kdtydyana — 

[41] ‘Of gems, pearls, corals, gold and silver, — ^the Interest stops at the 
double; also on fruits, silks and wool.’ 

And Gautama (12.36) — 

[42] ‘On animal-products, wool, field-products and beasts of burden, the 
Interest shall not exceed the quintuple.’* * * § 

'Animal-product' here stands for milk and other things, with the exception 
of Clarified Butter; as is indicated by the following text of Kdtydyana — 

[43] ‘For all oils, wines and Clarified Butter, — as also of molasses and salt, — 
the Interest has been declared to be octuple.' 

Says Brhaspati (11.13) — 

[44] ‘On gold, the Interest may make it double; on clothes and base metals, 
treble; on grains, quadruple; so also on field-products, beasts of burden 
and wools.’ 

'Shada', ‘field-product’, here stands for produce of land, other than 
grains, — such as fruits and the like.f 
VisTfu — 

[4.5] ‘On Rasas (liquids, fiavouring substances),^ it is octuple (6.14); on 
females and cattle, the Interest is in the shape of their progeny.’ — (6.16)§ 


* Vivadaratnakara (p. 18) includes Clarified Butter also; — 'field-products' 

grains, like barley, wheat, etc., and also plantains, mangoes and other fruits. 

Haradatta (says Buhler) mentions another explanation of this text of Gautama’s : 
‘If products of animals, etc. have been bought and the price is not paid at once! 
that may increase five-fold by the addition of Interest, but not to a greater s\un. ’ 
t ‘Gold’ here stands for Gold and Silver, 'Kupya' stands for aU metals other 
than Gold and Silver, i.e. Copper and the rest. 

J Such as Caue-juiee and the like — says Vivadaratnakara, p. 19. 

§ 'The compound ' paskustrinam’ has been taken to mean ‘cattle and females 
(slave-girls) ’, or ‘ female cattle ’. Apar&rka and Mitdlcsard take it in the latter sense. 
— When female cattle is lent out on Interest, its progeny is to be the sole Interest 
payable,— says Apararka. — Mitdksara soys— The lending out of cattle is done 
by persons desirous of having it maintained and obtaining its offspring; and the 
receiving of such cattle on loan is done by those who are desirous of tending the 
cattle and obtaining the milk. — Vishvarupa adds that the Text may be taken to 
mean ‘cattle’ and ‘females’, — -the latter standing for slave-girls. — According to 
Smrti-cliandrikd (p, 362) females stand for slave-girls; it adds that if there is no 
progeny, the only Interest obtained is in the shape of the maintenance and safety 
of the property leat.—Vivadaratnakara (p. 18) has the following notes: — ‘Females’ 
—slave-girls and the like, 'catty — cow, she-buffalo, etc.— are handed over by the 
owner who is unable to maintain them, to another person, for the purpose of having 
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Brhaspati (11.14-16) — 

[46] ‘Oa pot herbs, it has been declared to be quintuple; sextuple on seeds 
and sugar-cane; octuple on salt, oil and spirituous liquor; also on molasses 
and honey; — if the loan has been of long standing.’ 

The octuple, (laid down by Vi^u in Text No. 45) in connection with 
Basas (Liquids or flavoTiring substances) should be taken as referring to the 
salt, etc., because these have been specifically named in the present text.* 
In another Text, Vaahiffha (2.46-47) has laid down ‘treble’ (in connec- 
tion with Basas ) : — 

[47] ‘Double in Gold; treble in Grains; the same with Basas (Liquids, or 
Flavouring Substances), as also flowers, fruits and roots; octuple on 
articles held by the balance.’ 

This ‘octuple’ must be imderstood to bo applicable to things other than 
Gold and the liko; as in regard to these special rates of Interest have been 
specially prescribed-t 

Says Brhaspati (11.16) — 

[48] ‘On grass, wood, bricks, yams, substances from which spirituous 
Kquor is extracted, leaves, bones, skins, weapons, flowers and fruits, — 
there is no Interest prescribed.’ ]; 

'Kiiwa' is what forms the basis of the Paiatl liquor. — 'Heti' is weapon. 
This rule is meant to prohibit the charging of interest in the case of 
these articles, if it has not been stipulated; in cases however where, on 
account of the exigencies of business, the Debtor has agreed to pay Interest, 
it is payable of course. It is for this reason that under Text No. 41 KUtyayana 
has spoken of ‘double Interest’ on ‘field-products, sillc and wool’, and under 
Text No. 47 Vashisfha has spoken of the ‘treble Interest’ in connection with 
‘fruits, flowers and roots’. 

In connection with grains, there are several rates of Interest, according 
to the value of the grain advanced. For instance, if the price of the grain 
after harvest is only a little less than the price at the time of the advancing 
of the loan and at the time before the harvesting , — the Interest would be 
‘double’ ; while if the price after harvest is much loss, it would be ‘quadmple’ ; 
and if it is still lesser, it would be ‘quintuple’. — All that is said in this con- 
nection with regard to the Interest becoming ‘double’ and the rest, means 
that it is the Principal § that becomes so dovhled, etc. ; as no lapse of time is 
mentioned in the texts. 


them maintained and obtaining their progeny; the understanding being that the 
keeper shall enjoy the services of the slaves and the milk of the cattle. If this 
arrangement continues for a long time, the only Interest payable is in the form of 
Progeny ; there is no other Interest. 

* I5ut Vivadaratndkara (p. 19) has taken ‘roao’ to mean Cane-juice, etc. 

f ‘Articles held by the balance’ — such as Camphor and the like — says Vivada- 
ratndkara (p. 18), and it adds that this refers to those ‘articles held by the 
balance ’ the rates of Interest upon which have not been specially laid down. 

This rule relates to those countries where the custom is that in the case of 
grains. Interest can extend only to the Treble and so forth ; or to cases where the 
Debtor is very poor — ( Ylramitrodaya, p. 298). 

In this matter the exact rule to be applied to emy particular case shall be 
determined by the capacity of the Debtor and also the condition of the times — 
whether there is famine or not, and so forth — {Mitdkaara and Pardsharamddhava, 
p. 171). 

J By another reading noted in several digests, the meaning is that ‘Interest 
does not cease ’, — i.e. it goes on acorning indeffinitely. This is more in keeping with 
Vaahistha. 

§ The right reading ‘mulamatra’ is supplied by Mb. 



16 


VIVADACHINTiMAKI 


Says Hdrita (in regard to the variability of Interest according to the 
price of the grain) — 

[49] ‘At the tiino of the now liarvest. grain becomes double; it may rise up 
to treble.’ * * * § 

That Interest is determined by the price of things is indicated by Manu 
also in the following Text — 

[50] ‘As regards the exact amount to be paid, the Interest shall be that 
which is fixed by persons expert in sea-voyages, and those capable of 
calculating the profits in connection with particular places and times’ 
— (8.157) t 

Knowing that there is much profit from trading on the seas, they fix 
a higher rata of Intere.st on loans relating to it. 

To the same effect Hdrita also — 

[51] ‘According to some people, the rate is one Pana per month on each 
Purdna.' X 

Ndrada also has declared as follows — 

[52] 'This is the general rule for Intere.st payable on loans. There are 
special rules according to the local usages of the country where the loan- 
transaction lias taken place. In some countries, the loan may grow 
tfil the double of the Principal has been reached; in other countries, it 
may grow till it beoomo.s treble, or quadruple, or octuple ’ — (1.105-106).§ 

For instance, in some other country it may be that the amount that 
fetches a seer (of grain) before the new harvest, fetches four seers after the 
harvest; when there is .such knowledge of the eSects of time and place, — and 
accordingly Interest accrues even after the Principal has reached the double, 
etc. [read ‘ dvaiguwjepi Idbhah' as in MSS.] — these latter alternative rates 


* At the advent of the new harvest,. — even though only two or throe months 
imght have elapsed since the advance was made, the grain becomes doubled. If it 
is not repaid at the new harvest, then it goes on to increase up to Treble-, beyond 
that it does not rise — says Vivddaratndkara, p. 12. 

•(• ‘ Sea-voyaga’ stands here for all tradesmen. — 'Places and times’ — those who 
know that trading in such countries brings such profits — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 11 ; 
also Krtyakalpataru) . 

Medhdlithi — ‘Sea-voyage’ has been mentioned only by way of illustration. 
What is meant is that whatever Interest is fixed by traders who know all about 
journey by land and water should be determined os the exact amount to be paid. 
— Some people have taken this text as .supplying the answer to the question — ‘In 
a ease where the Debtor has entered into a contract on the strength of profits to 
be made at a particular place and time, — -but on reaching that place, he does not 
make that profit — what is the amount of Interest that he should pay ? ’—The 
answer is that in such a case the King shall decide as due that amount which may 
be fixed by those tradesmen who know each other’s oireumstanoes and the chances 
of profit and loss. 

Dealers on the seas should pay 20 per cent — says the Arthashdstra (p. 64). 

J According to the Vivadachinldmani, this rule is to be taken as fixing the 
rate of Intere.st in accordance with the value of the commodity traded in. — Not so 
Vivddaralndkara (p. 11), according to which it lays down a different rate of Interest 
for Debtors of ‘mixed castes’. This is the opinion that Vdchaspati has in view in 
his notes after the next text. 

§ According to Asahdya, what Narada’s text means is that where local customs 
obtain, differing from the rules previously given, they have to be followed; — which 
favours Vdchaspati' a former explanation. 



LAW OP DEBTS 


17 


are payable; or these rates may be taken as applying to the four castes 
respectively. 

Or in Text 51 above, in place of 'masam', we may read's vlam' *; the 
meaning, in that case, would be that in two or three months the quantity of 
cotton payable would be ‘double’; when more time elapses, the grain payable 
may be treble-, but in the case of Purdna (gold coin, standing for monetary 
transaction in general) the Interest would go by Panas. 

The Ratndkara says this rule applies to the ‘mixed castes’. Cultured 
people hold that in the case of grains, the trebling or quintupling is due to 
the length of time. 


Part (E) — Pledge 

Says Ndrada (1.117) — 

[53] ‘ That to which a title is created is a Pledge (Adhi) ; it is to bo understood 
to be of two kinds : ( 1 ) That which must be released within a stipulated 
time, and (2) that which must be retained till the debt has been dis- 
charged.’ t 

‘Anyataiy stands for ‘the other kind ’. 

Again, says Ndrada (1.125) — 

[54] ‘The Pledge should be treated as it was delivered; if the Pledge is 
destroyed, there is loss of Interest; similarly if, through the negligence 
of the Creditor, the Pledge becomes damaged.’ 

‘Vipari/aya’ is Destruction . — Vikrti ’ is Damage, — ^breaking for instance. 
What is meant is that when there is loss or damage of the Pledge, through 
the negligence of the Creditor, there is forfeiture of the Interest.]: 


* Ma and Mb read throughout this passage for ‘tiinam* in the printed 

text. That is the reading that we have adopted. 

f According to Asahdya, the Pledge to be released within a stipulated time 
is again of two kinder — It may either be deposited with a ‘Keeper of Pledges’ 
(Adhipdla; the modern Official Assignee ?) who is to return it to the Debtor at the 
stipulated time; or it may be delivered to the Creditor himself on the condition 
that it is to be returned after the lapse of a certain period. The usufruct of ‘the 
Pledge to be detained till the debt has been liquidated’ shall belong to the 
Creditor — till the debt has been wholly paid up. 

Says the Mitdhsard (under Ydjda, 2.57) — -At the time of depositing the Pledge, 
the Pledger stipulates — ‘I shall repay the debt at the time of the Diwali and redeem 
this Pledge; failing this, the Pledge will become your property’; — this is the 
first kind of Pledge ; — it is of the second kind when no such time is specified for 
resumption and the Pledge remains with the Pledgee, as a Pledge, till the debt is 
discharged; till then he keeps the Pledge in his custody. 

] By damaging the Pledge, the Pledgee forfeits the Interest; i.e. he loses the 
produce of the land and the use of the dwelling-house — (Asahdya). 

The Pledgee shall preserve the Pledge; if, through his negligence, the article 
is lost or damaged, the Creditor loses the Interest — Vivddaratndkara (p. 22). 

So also Vlramilrodaya, p. 306 and Smrlickandrikd, p. 327 ; according to the latter, 
the text quoted contains two statements — (1) If the Pledge becomes lost, the 
Pledgee loses all his Interest, and (2) If the Pledge becomes damaged and is restored 
to the Pledger in the damaged condition, the Creditor loses his Interest. It proceeds — 
This rule applies to cases where the Interest accrued is sufficient to restore the Pledge 
to its pristine form. — ‘ Negligence ’ stands for causes other than itae by the Pledgee ; 


2 
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So also KAXyayana [this ia the same as Yajmvalhya 2.59]~ 

[55] ‘If the PUdgs to be kept is used, there is no Interest; — *so also if there 
is any ]o«3 or damage of the Pledge given to be used. If it is lost or 
damaged,' — except by an act of God or of the King, — it must be made 
good.’ t 

Says Manu (8.143) — 

[66] ‘In the ease of the Pledge to be used, the Creditor shall receive no 
Interest.’ { 

The term ‘eopahare’' in these texts means ‘on being used’. Mere use 
of the Pledge being sufficient to bring about the forfeiture of Interest, the 
mention of toes or damage (in Text 55) sinnply adds another reason, — both the 
reasons conjointly serving the same purpose.§ — ^The meaning thus is that 
if any sort of Pledge becomes unfit for use,- — by any act of the Creditor, — 
the Interest becomes lost. 

Again — 

[57] ‘The fool who, without the owner’s permission, uses the Pledge, shall 
have to remit half the amount of the Interest as Compensation for such 
use ’ — (Manu 8.150; also Ndrada 1.128).|| 


what is meant is that, if the Pledge is damaged by such other causes, the Pledgee 
shall either restore it to its pristine form or lose his Interest; while if the Pledge 
given for being kept has been damaged by use by the Pledgee, then the Pledgee shall 
both lose his Interest and return the Pledge after restoring it to its original form. — 
‘Damage’ stands for diminution, transference, deterioration and such other con- 
tingencies as tend to alter the character of the article. 

According to Arthaahdetra, ‘the Fledge has to be restored on the payment of 
the debt, in the same condition in which it wa.s pledged ’. 

* According to the explanation provided by Vdchaspati below, of the word 
‘ aopakdre’, the meaning of the second sentence would be — ‘So also if the Pledge is 
used and damaged' . But no other ■winter has taken it in this sense; neither any 
commentator on Ydjnavalkya, nor any digest -writer; all of whom are agreed in 
taking it as translated above. The same term 'sopakdre' occurring in Maau has 
been taken as above, — not as V drhaspati lakes it. 

^ ‘ Pledge tobe used ’ — such as utensils. — ‘Damaged ’ — rendered unfit for use by an 
act of the Creditor. — ‘Sopakdre’ — i.e. such things as Bullocks and the like, where 
there is no Interest payaide, except tiie using of the Pledge. — ‘AMstoA’-Mamaged, 
spoilt, broken or otherwise rendered useless vinaatah’ — totally’ destroyed. In 
both cases the Pledgee has to ro.score the Pledge either by paying its price or bv 
othei' means — (Vivddaratndkara, pp, 2'd and 2o), 

If the Pledge to be used — such as the Bullock and other useful and helpful 
articles — has been naUah, damaged, changed for the worse, it should be restored to 
its original condition and then restored ; and the Interest, if any, becomes forfeited ; 
— ^if it is ‘vinastah totally destroyed, it shall bo made good to the Pledger by paying 
its price. — The meaning of tho first sentence is that ‘if the Pledgo io be kept is used, 
there is no Interest to be paid ’ — {Mifdksard). 

X ‘Pledge to be used’ is of two kinds: (1) That in which the profit consists of 
some form of product of the pledged article ; o.g. the milch cow ; and (2) that which 
is used as it stands; e.g. wrought gold and such articles. If ' sopalmra’ here stands 
for the Pledge to be used,' tho rule is that while such Pledge is being used by 
the Creditor, he shall receive no Interest. 

‘Sopakdre’ is Pledge to be used — says Snirtichandrikd (p. 325). 

§ Tiiis explanation of ‘sopakdre’ is against all other authorities. 

I) Medhdtithi says (on Manu 8.150) — ^This rule ia applicable to cases where the 
Creditor make.s only partial use of the Pledge, — distinguished from eases of total 
appropriation, which has been dealt with under 8.144. By partial use the article 
only becomes deteriorated ; hence the Creditor forfeits half the Interest. In a ease 
however, where the Pledge oonsists of new clothes and such articles, these, on being 
used, become spoilt; and in this case the user does not only lose the Interest, he 

2B 
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[68] ‘If the Creditor, without the Pledger’s permission, takes work out of 
an unwilling Pledge, — ^ho should bo made to pay the price of such work; 
or else he forfeits the Interest ’ — (Katydyana).* 

According to this text of Katydyana, the whole of the Interest is lost 
if an unwilling Pledge is used; but he loses only half the Interest in the case 
of the Pledge consisting of the slave and such articles (as laid down in the 
former text), [which is really Manu 8.150, but has been quoted by Vdchaspati 
as Katydyana' s ]. — ^But if there is using of the Pledge to be kept, there is loss 
of the whole Interest (as laid down ui Text 55 above). 

Says Ndrada (1.126) — 

[69] ‘If the Pledge is lost, the Principal becomes forfeited, — except where 
the loss has been due to an act of Ood or of the King.’ f 

Brhaapati (11.20) says — 

[60] ‘If the Pledge has been used and rendered worthless, by such use, 
the Principal becomes forfeited. If a very valuable Pledge is damaged, 
the Pledgee must render satisfaction to the Debtor.’ J 

This refers to case of loans without Interest. 

Says Vyasa — 

[61] ‘If the Pledge in the shape of Gold and the like is lost tlirough the 
negligence of the Receiver, the Creditor should be made to pay its value, 
after having realised his oun Principal with Interest accrued.’ § 


has to make good the value of the article. — Others have explained these rules as 
applying to the case where the Pledge has not been redeemed even after the Principal 
has become doubled; and as the user’s fault in this case is insignificant, he is to 
lose only half the Interest. But this view is not acceptable. 

‘Half’ stands here not for the exact half, but for the amount that would be 
computed to be the monetary value of the use made by the Creditor. This rule 
applies to a case where the use is not forcible — (Viramil/rodaya, p. 307). 

Vivddaralndkara (pp. 23-24) thus sums up the sense of Manu : (o) Where 
the Creditor uses the Pledge without permission, he forfeits half the Interest; 
(6) where, even though forbidden, ho persists in using it by force, he forfeits the 
entire Interest; — (c) if he does not renoimce the Interest, then he should satisfy the 
Pledges by paying him the computed monetary value of the use made by him. 

* This text (Katydyana’ s. No. 58) refers to cases where the Pledge is in the 
form of animate objects — Slaves, Bullocks, Horses, etc. — (Apardrka). 

‘Unwilling’ — this applies to Slaves only. — ‘Price’ — wages in the case of Slaves 
and hire in the case of Bullocks. This rule refers to Pledges given to be kept — 
(Smriichandrikd, p. 326). 

‘Made to pay’ — by the King, to the Debtor. 

t ‘Act of Qod ’ — such as Fire, Floods, Anarchy and so forth. — ‘Act of the King ’ — 
i.e. an action taken by the King, without anything wrong done by the Pledgee — 
(Mitdksard on 2.59). 

‘ Act of God' — oiroumstanees beyond human control — (Smrtichandrikd). 

I ‘Rendered worthless’ — i.e. entirely incapable of being used. — ‘Very valuable’ 
— ^i.e. whose value exceeds the amount to be recovered from the Pledger — 
{Vivddaratndkara. p. 25). 

The loss to the Pledgee should be in proportion to the extent to which the 
Pledge has been rendered useless; and in the case of the ‘very valuable ’ Pledge, 
the Creditor should deduct his own Principal and Interest from the value of the 
Pledge and pay the balance to the Debtor. Tliis is what is meant by ‘satisfaction ’ ; 
which does not mean that ho should be paid whatever he wants. This is made 
clear by Manu 8.144 — [Smrtichandrikd, p. 328; also Viramiirodaya, p. 309). 

§ If he does not pay the value, he loses his Principal — (Viramitrodayn , 
p. 309). 
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Says Brhaspati (11.21) — 

J62] ‘If a Pledge be destroyed by an act of God or of the King, the Debtor 
shall deliver another Pledge, or repay the loan.’ 

And Ndrada (1.130) — 

[63] ‘When a Pledge, though kept with care, loses its value in course of 
time, the Debtor shall either give another Pledge or repay the loan to the 
Creditor.’ 

And Vimu (5.181-182) — 

[64] ‘If one has pledged more than a “bull’s hide” of land to one person, — 
and without having redeemed it from him. pledges the same to another, — 
he should suffer corporeal punishment. If the area of the land be less, 
he should be made to pay a fine of 16 Suvarnas.' 

W^hat this means is that the later Pledge-transaction is not valid. — Such 
is the opinion also of Pdrijala, Ratndhara, Smrtisdra and others. 

From this it is to bo understood that there would be no objection to the 
owner selling the plot of land in question. 

Says V-isnu (6.183) — 

[65] ‘That plot of land, — more or leas, — ^the product of which would maintain 
one man for one year, is called BtJl's Hide.’ 

Again [Fi?ij,w] — 

[66] ‘If the same article has been pledged to two persons, and there is a 
dispute between these, the victory should lie with the man who has had 
use (possession) of it without force. — ^In case the possession (use) of it also 
by the two men has been of equal duration, — it should be equally 
divided between the two. Such is the law in regard to gifts and sales.’ 

This is a rare case; and in such cases where there is equal evidence on 
both sides, the decision should be arrived at by means of ‘Supernatural 
Methods’ (Ordeals). 

Says Kdlydyana — 

[67] ‘If, without any fault of the Creditor, the Pledge should sink in v'alue 
or perish, the Debtor should be made to deliver another Pledge; the 
Debtor does not become absolved from the debt.’ * 

For the idea that, — ‘in the event of a pledged bullock or the like 
dying by chance while pledged, the Pledgee forfeits his Principal’, — the only 
authority consists in undisputed custom. 

Again [Katydyana ] — 


* What is meant is that — if, without any fault of the Creditor, the pledged 
article becomes useless, — the Debtor should produce another Pledge equal to it; 
and he does not become absolved from the debt without paying it. — -As regards the 
view held by some people that — ‘ in the event of the pledged Bullock and such 
things perishing by chance, the Creditor forfeits his Principal and the Debtor loses 
his property in the form of the pledged article (the account between them becoming 
thus squared)’, — -the only authority for this could be an undisputed custom to 
the effect ; but if such a custom does exist anywhere, it should bo taken as referring 
to Pledges to be used — (Vivadaratnakara, p. 26). 
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[68] ‘In a case where the Pledger * (or his heirs) is lost (♦and the Principal 
has become doubled), the Creditor shall surrender the Pledge to the King; 
thereafter, it shall be notified and sold, — such is the law. Out of the 
sale-proceeds, the Creditor shall receive his Principal with Interest and 
siurender the balance to the King.’ f 

Says Brhaspati — 

[69] ‘When a house or plot of land has been pledged for 1486,— if the period 
fixed for .such use has not expired, — the Debtor cannot recover his 
property, nor the Creditor his loan.’ 

'Bhoge' — for use.— prakar.$dnvitam’ — the stipulated period of tise 
has not expired. 

[70] ‘After the stipulated period has elapsed, the ownership of both over 
both becomes established. But even before the expiry of the stipulated 
period, they can come to an arrangement with mutual consent.’ 

‘ Prakarsa' — Stipulated time-liinit.J 
Says Manu (8.143) — 

[71] ‘There shall be neither transference nor .sale of the Pledge (b,y the 
Pledgee) merely by the lapse of time.’ 

^ Kdlasamrodhah' — the Pledge being retained for a long time. — ‘ Nisarga' 
is the transference of the Pledge to a third party, on mortgage for a larger 
amount. Salayttdha, however, takesitas’givingaway’. — The whole .sentence 
should read as — ‘Transference and sale should not be done by the Creditor’, 
Others, however, have explained the sentence as follows ; ‘As the Creditor 
has not yet acquired any proprietary right over the pledged article, there 
can be no possibility of his transferring and selling it ; and it cannot be right to 
forbid what is not possible; consequently, the words should be taken to 
mean that “ on account of the samrodha — ^i.e. .stipulation fixing the time-limit, 
— during that time, the Debtor cannot be forced to dispose of the article 
concerned; hence he should not effect the transference — giving away — and 
sale of the Pledge to a third party 

As regards the rule that — -‘if one pledges an article and then sells it, 
it is the sale-tran-saction that supervenes’, this must be taken as referring 
to cases where there is no .stipulation regarding the time-limit. 

As regards another rule, that — ‘there can be no giving away or sale of 
the Pledge that has not been redeemed’, — ^there is no authority for it. 

The Kalpataru says that this text of Manu applies to the Pledge /or use, 
— But this is a sweeping assertion; because what is stated is possible also in 


* ‘ Or his heirs ’ has been added by Virddaratndkara (p. 34) ; so also the words — 
‘and the Principal, etc. etc.’. 

■[ The balance is to be surrendered to the King only when no relative of the 
Debtor can be found ; if any such can be found, it should be given to him — [Apardrlca, 
p. 658 and Vtramitrodaya, p. 311). 

X According to an explanation given in Mitdkaard (or Ydjna. 2.64), the term 
^ prakarsa'' in this context (which has been rendered as stipulated time-limit, according 
to 'V ivddacliintdmani and also Vivddaratndkara, p, 33) is to be taken as meaning 
excess-, and the rule would, in that case, mean that — ‘When the profit derived from 
the Pledge has exceeded the amount of Interest, tho Creditor is not entitled to receive 
the Principal, and the Debtor should receive back the Pledge without any payment ; 
if, however, the Interest has not been exceeded, and the Pledge is not enough to yield 
the amount of Interest, — then the Debtor cannot receive the Pledge even on paying 
the Principal ; but by mutual consent, the Creditor may restore the Pledge even on 
the payment of the Principal only ’. 
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such C&S 0 S of Plcdgo for JcB&piTigt in which no time-limit has been stipulated; 
— the grounds for it being equally present in both cases.* 


Part (P) — On Surety 
Says Brhaspati (11.39) — 

[72] ‘ The Surety is of four kinds — (a) for Appearance, (6) for Trust, (c) for 
Payment of debt, and {d) for Restoring the article, — recognised by the 
learned a.s sanctioned by law.’ 

it) he construed with ’ddne’ [so that the two together stand for 
Payment of Debt]. — ‘Arpana’, ‘Restoring’, here appertains to what has been 
borrowed for use; that is, when some one lias borrowed an article on request, 
another man says — ‘If tliis man does not bring back the thing and restore 
it to you, I shall return it to you’, there is only restoring of the article, not 
giving of it. In the case of the debt however, there is actual giving by both 
(the Debtor as well as the Surety). This is the difference between the two 
kinds of Surety {third and fourth). — The traditional reading, however, is 
'pnidravydrpane', which means ‘for delivering the assets of the Debtor’ to 
the Creditor. t 

Brhaspati continues (11.40) — 

[73] ‘ The first says I shall produce the man; the second says He is good 
{reliable); the third says I ahaU pay the debt; the fourth says I shall 
deliver his assets.’ 

[74] ‘In the event of their failure (to produce the Debtor, and to prove his 
goodness), the first two Sm'eties should be made to pay the sum lent, 
at the appointed time; and in the event of their not -agreeing (to pay 
the debt or to deliver the assets), the last two Sureties should be made 
to pay; and in the absence of these latter Sureties themselves, their 
sons also shall be made to pay.’ 

The ‘ Surety’ in connection with law -suits, ordeals and the like is included 
among the ‘Surety for Appearance’ and the rest that are mentioned by 
Kdtydyana. Hence the number is four only. As says Katydyana — 


* The meaning is that the Pledge should not be handed over to another person 
simply because it has remained with the Pledgee for a long time. He should continue 
to use and derive profit from it, till the Principal has become doubled and repaid, 
when it shall bo redeemed. When the doubled Principal has been paid, the Pledge 
to be used shall cease to be used, and the Pledge to be kept shall be restored to the 
Pledger — {Medhdlithi). 

' Transference ’ is pledging to a third party. — This rule refers to both kinds of 
Pledge , — to be used and to be kept . — -That the ‘ transference or sale ’ prohibited here 
is that by the Pledgee has been held rightly by the Kalpataru, the Pdrijdta and the 
Mitdkaard . — This rule applies to cases where no time-limit has been stipulated, 
while Ydjnavalkya 2.58 — that ‘the Pledge becomes forfeited if it is not redeemed 
on the Principal becoming doubled’ — ^refers to those oases where a definite time- 
limit has been stipulated; hence there is no inconsistency between Manu and 
Ydjnavalkya — {Vivddaratndkara, pp. 31-32). 

■j* The reading adopted by Vdchaspati is ’rne dravydrpane’ in place of the 
generally-accepted (‘traditional’ as he calls it) reading ’ rni-dravydrpane’ . As 
explained in the text, he takes the third kind of Surety to be one who vouches for 
the return of articles lent for use, such as ornaments for a festivity — -(Jolly). 

Vivddaratndkara (p. 40), however, €bdopts the ‘traditional reading’ and explains 
it a.s ‘delivering to the Creditor the property of the Debtor’. 
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[76] ‘The man who has stood Surety (1) for Payment, (2) for Appearance, 
(3) for Trust, (4) for Suita and Ordeals, — -should be made to pay the 
due in the above order, — in case the Debtor fails to pay.’ 

What is meant (by Text 74) is that if the Surety for Trust has declared 
a man to be ‘reliable’ who is not foimd to be reliable, — and if the Surety for 
Appearance fails to produce the man, — ^he should be made to pay the amount 
involved * ; not the sons of these Sureties. 

As says Ydjnavalhya (2.54) — 

[76] ‘If the Surety for Appearance, or the Surety for Trust, has died, — ^his 
sons need not pay the debt. But the sons should pay, if the Surety 
were for Payment.' 

That is to say, in the case of the man who had stood Surety for 
(c) payment and for (d) deliverance of assets , — his sons should pay the debt. 

The Surety for Appearance should bo made to pay only on the expiry 
of the stipulated time for appearance, — except when the non-appearance 
is due to an act of God or of the King. After the time-limit has expired 
(without the Debtor being produced) by reason of some act of God or of the 
King, — when the obstacle due to such act has ceased, if the Surety fails to 
produce the Debtor, through negligence, or the Debtor dies, — he should be 
made to pay. As declared by Katydyana — 

[77] ‘If the Swrety /or Appeorance fails to produce the Debtor at the stipulated 
place and time, he should pay the dues to the Creditor; except when 
the failure is due to an act of God or of the King. — ^If, on the lapse of 
time,/ the Surety fails to produce the Debtor, he should be made to 
pay the dues ; so also if the Debtor dies : such is the declared law. ’ 

Even if the Debtor dies after the lapse of the time granted to the Surety 
for Appearance for producing the Debtor, that Surety has to pay the debt of 
the man whom he has failed to produce. 

Similarly if the Surety for Appearance agreed to become the Surety on 
having received a Pledge, then his son also should be made to pay. As 
declared in the following text — 

[78] ‘If a man had stood Surety for Appearance after having taken a Pledge, 
then on this fact being i^roved, his son should be made to pay the debt ‘ — 
{Katydyana). / 

Whiat is payable by the son in this case is the Principal only, without 
Interest; as declared by Vydsa — 

[79] {a) ‘ The son’s son should pay, without Interest, his grandfather’s 
debt; — (b) the son should pay, without Interest, the Surety-money due 


* This is the correct explanation of Brhaspali text (KTo. 74 above); and the 
same is found in Vivadaratndkara (p. 40). The translation of the text as given by 
Jolly (Sacred Books of the East, p. 327) is apparently wrong. Under this latter 
the distinction between 'vitatlie' and ‘visamvdde' is not brought out. 

t Vivadaratndkara (p. 42) agrees with the Qhintdmani in taking this 'kale', 
‘time’, to mean ‘when the obstacle due to the act of God or King has ceased’. 
Viramitrodaya (p. 323) takes it as ‘the time allowed to the Surety for finding the 
Debtor’. According to the former explanation 'lapse of time’ (in the translation) 
would mean ‘lapse of the delay caused by the obstacle due to the act of God or King ’. 

J According to Snirtichandrika, p. 533, this applies to the ease of the Surety 
for Trust also. 
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from Ills father; — (c) but the sons of these two should not be made to 
pay these ; — such is the settled rule.’ * 

In regard to a case where there are several sureties, Ydjnavalkya (2.55) 
says — 

[80] ‘If there are several sureties jointly bormd, they should pay the debt 
due, in proportion to their shares; but when they are all equally bound 
severally, any one of them may have to pay the whole, according to 
the wish of the Creditor.’ 

‘ Skachchhdyd, etc. etc.' — In a case where at the time of the transaction, 
the Creditor makes the stipulation — ‘The dues shall be realised, at my 
pleasure, from any one of the Siuetiea, and I shall not try to bring you 
together (bind you jointly)’, — ^then any one of the sev'eral Sureties shall pay 
the entire dues. ‘ SkachchJiayd’ means that each one is equally bound. f 

The Surety is to give time for seeking out the wanted Debtor; as says 
Brhaapaii (11.42-4:3) — 

[81] ‘ The Creditor shall allow the Surety time for seeking out the absconding 
Debtor, — a fortnight, a month, or a month and a half, — according to 
the distance of the place. — Siueties should not be excessively harassed; 
they should be made to pa 3 ' the debt by easy instalments. — When the 
Surety, who had been made to stand Surety, has, on being harassed, 
paid the Surety-money, — ^the Debtor shall pay him twice as much, 
after the lapse of a month and a half.’ % 

This is easily imderstood. 

Similarly, if the Surety has had to undergo other expenses on behalf of 
the Debtor, the latter has to paj’’ those also ; as says Katydyana — 

[82] ‘ Whatever the Surety, harassed by the Creditor, has had to pay 
on behalf of a certain Debtor, — he should recover it from him, — if the 
said payment is proved by witnesses.’ § 

The acceptance of the Surety leads to the success of the Creditor’s suit; 
which implies that the Surety has the capacity' to meet the demand, if 
necessary. As says Katydyana — ■ 

[83] ‘In regard to any transaction, one should not accept as Surety any 
person who is vmable to pay the amount due to the Creditor and also 
an equal amount as fine to the King, and who is not well known.’ 


(a) The-son’s son is to pay all his grandfather’s debts, with the exception of 
the Surety-money — says Viramitrorfaya (p. 325). 

‘ Samam ’ is without Interest. In both (a) and (fe) the payment is to be without 
Interest-, but (a) is not to be paid at all, by the son of the son’s son, — and (6) is 
not payable at all by the son’s son — (Vivddaramdkara, p. 44). 

t When each of them has agreed to pay the whole, any one of them may be 
called upon to pay the whole due; — -when they have guaranteed to pay, each 
according to a stipulated share, then the amount paid by them shall be proportionate 
to the shares previously agreed upon — \VyavahdTa-mangukha). 

The same rule applies to sureties for appearance and for trust — says the Mitdksard. 
If the Creditor does not express any wish as to which one Surety shall pay, then 
all of them shall pay in equal shares — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 356). 

t Vivddaratndkara (p. 46) has the following notes — tj^asta’ is the absconding 
Debtor .—f Pratihhdmtali’ — -who had been made to stand surety. 

§ This sum is to be recovered without Interest, if it is paid witliin a month and 
a half; after that, he receives double — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 46). 
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Whether the man is so able or not should be ascertained from the people 
themselves. 


Paet (G) — The Mannee of ebpaying Debts 
Says Brhaspaii (11.47) — 

[84] ‘A loan shall be repaid on demand, if no time has been stipulated,* — 
or on the expiry of the stipulated time-limit,— or when interest has 
ceased. If the Debtor is not alive, it shall be paid by his sons.’ 

What is meant ia that — (fi) in a case where the pleasure of the Oreditor 
has been agreed to by both parties as indicating the time-limit, the debt 
should be repaid as soon as it is demanded; — (6) in a case where another 
time-limit has been fixed, it should be repaid on the expiry of that time- 
limit; — (c) where no sort of time-limit has been fixed, there it should be 
repaid when the Interest has reached its maximum. 

[Says Narada 4.2] — 

[85] ‘On the death of the father, the sons — divided or undivided — shall 
repay his debt, in proportion to their shares; or it may be paid by 
one who has taken up the burden of management.’ t 

Says Yajfiavalkya (2.60)— 

[86] ‘If the father is dead, or gone abroad, or smitten with trouble, the 
debt should be paid by his sons and grandsons, — if, on denial, it is 
proved by witnesses.’ J 


* The reading adopted is ‘aprakala’ as in the MSS., and in Vivadaratndkara 
(p. 47). — The Smfticlumdrika (p. 377). however, reads ‘alpakdla’, and explains it 
to mean ‘ debt contracted for a short time ’. It adds that the points of time here 
indicated are only to be those where payment must be made; it is not meant to 
preclude earlier payment. 

t If the sons are undivided and are living together on equal terms, the payment 
shall be made by them collectively ; — (6) if they are living together, under the arrange- 
ment that one of them ia the ‘Head’ of the family, then the payment shall he made 
by this Head; — (c) if they are divided, the debt shall be paid in proportion to their 
shares in the Father’s property — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 375 and Viramilrodnya, 
p. 341). 

Asahdya explains thus — ^If the debt contracted by the father has not been 
repaid during his lifetime, by himself, it must be repaid, after his death, by his sons. 
Should the sons separate, they shall repay it according to their respective shares. 
If they remain united, they shall pay it in common, or the Manager of the Property 
shall pay for all, — such Manager being either the seniormost member or a younger 
member who, — -during the absence of the eldest, or on account of his incapacity,- — 
has taken up the management of the family -estate. 

J 'Smitten with trouble' — such as drunkenness and the like. — If the sons and 
grandsons dispute the validity of the debt, it has to be paid after it has been 
established bj' evidence adduced. — ^The implication of this rule is that the liability 
of the sons and grandsons does not cease even when the father has left no 
property — (A pardrka). 

The sons and grandsons have to pay even though they may not have inherited 
any properly from the father. The order of the liability is that in the absence of 
the father, the son has to pay, — and in the absence of the son, the grandson has 
to pay — (Mitdksard). 

{a) If the Debtor has died, his sons shall pay the debt. — or his heirs who have 
inherited his property, — or those conjointly with whom the debt had been con- 
tracted, — or those who had stood surety; (6) sons or grandsons or other heirs 
inheriting the dead man’s property shall pay all his debts, whenever and wherever 
contracted — (ArthasTidstra 3.11). 
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In reference to the case where the Debtor has ‘gone abroad’, Narada 
has a special rule — 

[87] ‘If the father or uncle or older brother has gone abroad, the son (or 
nephew or the younger brother) is not bound to pay the debt (contracted 
by him) before the lapse of twenty years.’ 

Thus in Visnu’s text — the term ‘twice ten years’ has to be construed 
'svith ‘if he is abroad’ ; it cannot be construed with anjdhing else; as it would 
be wholly incompatible; as is clear from what Visnu himself says in the 
following text — 

[88] ‘If the person who contracted the debt is dead, or become a Wandering 
Mendicant ; or if he has remained abroad for twenty years, — that debt 
shall be paid by his sons and grandsons; not by remoter descendants, 
if they do not wish to pay ’ — (6.27-28); — 

which means that the great-grandson need not pay it, if he does not wish 
to do so.’* 

[Says Ydjfiavalkya 2.90] — 

[89] ‘A debt covered by a written bond should be paid by descendants 
up to the third generation. The Pledge is enjoyed imtil this debt has 
been paid up.’ t 

What is meant (by Text 87 above) — as agreed upon by Ratndkara 
and others — is that — ‘If the debt has been contracted by the father, or 
uncle, or the elder brother, — ^who have not become separated (who were 
members of the joint family), — and it is found to be legally valid, it should 
be paid, after twenty years, by the son (or nephew or younger brother 
respectively), — ^if the contractor of the debt remains abroad. 

The view of the author of Smiiisdra. however, is as follows: — ^If the 
separated father or others have contracted the debt for their own sake, — 
and they remain abroad,-— the Son or others should pay it; and the restriction 
of time {after twenty years) is meant for this case. It cannot be meant 
for the case where the debt has been contracted by the father or others 
who axe not separated, for the benefit of the family, etc.; because in such 
cases, the son, nephew and others are as much debtors a-s the father, etc., 
as they are all under the same roof (and hence equally botuid). It is only 
in this way that the declaration (‘after twenty years’) is saved from being 
meant for purely supernatmal purposes. Thus then the said declaration 
should be taken as laying down the time (‘after twenty years’) in regard 
to that case where the repayment (by the son and others) is imder com- 
pulsion, without the person called upon to repay having had anything to 
do with the contracting of the debt (or benefiting by it). So that the debt 
that had been contracted for the sake of the joint family, has to be paid even 
before the lapse of twentj>- years. — ^That this is the right view is shown by 
the following text of Ydjnavalhya (2.45) — 


♦ ‘ Twenty years’ is to be construed only with ‘remained abroad’, not with the 
other terms. — ^The sense is that the fourth and lower descendants need not pay. 
The qualifying term ‘if they do not wish* implies that ‘if they are desirous’ of the 
spiritual well-being of their great-grandfather and other remoter ancestors, they 
should pay the debt contracted by them — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 50). 

f The statement that ‘ the liability to pay the debts ceases after the grandson ’ 
refers to cases not covered by a Pledge, in the shape of lands, etc., given by the 
ancestor. If the debt was taken after having given a Pledge for use, it has to be 
paid by the remoter descendants also — {Vivduktratndkara, p. 49), 
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[90] ‘ When the debt has been contracted by members of the joint family, 

for the benefit of the family, it should [be paid by the Head of the 
family and], on his death or remaining abroad, be paid by chose who 
inherit his property.’ ^ 

It cannot (continues the Smriisara) be urged that in this ease (mentioned 
by YdjnavalJcya) also, they should wait for twenty years. Because there is 
no authority for this. So that the declaration of the period of time must 
be taken as referring to the case where the eontractor of the debt has been 
a separated member of the family. — Such is the opinion of the Smrtisnra. 

In what cases, even when the contractor of the debt is ahve, the debt 
is to be paid (by others), and where there should be no waiting for the lapse 
of time, — has been thus pointed out by Brhaspati — 

[91] ‘Even when the father is present, if he happen to be blind from birth, 
or deaf, or insane, or suffering from consumption, leucoderma and .such 
other (incurable) diseases, — hte debt, when proved, should be paid by 
his sons.' 

If the father has no property and hence is imable to repay the debt, — 
if the son, — or, in liis absence, the grandson, — is able to repay, he should 
repay the debt, if valid; — even though he may have been separated from 
the father. — Such is the view of the Pdrijata.f 
[Says Narada or Katydyana ] — 

[92] ‘If a debt has been contracted by several persons jointly, — each one 
of them is liable, during his lifetime, to pay the debt due from others 
also ; when they are dead however, their sons are not liable to pay the 
debt of others (save that due from each one’s own father).’ 

That is, from among persons under the same bondage, the one who is 
lunng is to pay the debt.} — Says another text (No. 80 above) — ‘Wlien they 
are equally bound, any one of them may have to pay the whole, according to 
the wish of the Creditor.’ 

Again [says Kdlydyaiia ] — 

[93] ‘If the debt has been contracted by the father conjointly vrith others, — 
it sh,all be paid in its entirety by the son, if the father remains abroad; 
if the father is dead, however, the son shall pay only his father’s share 
of the debt, not the debt of others.’ 

As the .son is liable to pay also such debts of his father as do not fall 
under this category (of having been jointly contracted). — all that is meant 
by this declaration is that the son shall not wait for the lapse of ‘twenty 
years’ (as contemplated in texts Nos. 87 and 88). The sense of the present 
Text (93) is that — ‘on the death of the father, the son shall pay only his own 


* This is the explanation by Pdrijdla quoted by Vivadaratndkara, p. 51. 
t Vivddaratndicara (p. 51) quotes Pdrijdta as explauiing the rule to mean that 
‘If the father ia absolutely unable to repay, then the son should repay the debt’. 
Tt goes on to state its own view. — In reality, however, what is meant is as follows: — 
(a) If the father is suffering from any such disqualifications as render him unable 
to possess property, — and if the son has not had his property partitioned, — ^then 
the son shall pay his debts ; — {b) but if the father, even though suffering from the 
disabilities, still happens to have some personal property of his own, then the debt 
has to be repaid by himself; — (c) if the father is absolutely miable to pay, — and 
if the son is able to pay, — the debt shall be paid by the sou. 

} But when all the contractors are dead, their sons are to pay it proportionately 
to the individual shares, — adds Vivadarainakara (p. 51). 
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shai-e of the debt, — even though it may have been contracted jointly «dth 
others.’ 

Says Kalydyana — 

[94] ‘What has been promised for a religious purpose by a man, whether 
in comfort or in distress, must be paid. If he dies without paying it, 
his son should be made to pay it; there can be no doubt on the point.’ 

In regard to Minors, a special rule is laid down by Ndrada— 

[95] ‘A minor, even though his own master, is not liable to pay any debts.’ 
And Kdtydyana — 

[96] ‘On the death of the father, liis minor sons shall not be liable to pay 
his debt ; but in due course of time, they should pay it in the proper way : 
otherwise, they would dwell in hell. Up to the eighth year of age, the 
cliild should be regarded as stiU in the womb ; up to the sixteenth year 
he should be treated as a ‘minor’, also called ' Pogmyia' , Boy; above 
that age, he becomes a major, competent to deal with business and his 
own master, except for the control of his parents.’ f 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[97] ‘ That which has been proved, that of which part has been repaid, — 
such debt of one’s grandfather one should pay; but that which is invalid, 
or has been repudiated by one’s father, shall never be paid.’ 

'Drstam' — proved, valid. — 'Sadosam' — ^invalid, e.g. debts due to wine, 
gambling and the like. — ‘Pitra mjdhatam’ — repudiated, disputed, by the 
father. The ‘dispute’ or ‘repudiation’ meant here is one based on some 
special grounds, not mere ordinary denial. If it were not so, then the 
freedom from liability would be too wide. 

Gautama (12.41) lays down the following exception to the son’s liability 
to pay the father’s debts — 

[98] ‘Surety-money, commercial debt, fee (bridal), debt contracted for 
%\ine or in gambling, and fines, — these shall not involve the sons.’ 

' Surety -money' — money due on accoimt of standing surety /or appearance 
and for trust. % — Similarly ‘commercial debt’ stands for those goods that 


* The text has been so explained in all Digests ; and the right readmg as found 
in them and also in Ma and Mb is 'Ndprdpta, etc., etc.’. What is meant, says 
Vivddaratndkara (p. 54), is that — ‘When the father dies, his minor sons shaU not be 
liable to pay his debts, during their minority; they shall, however, pay it as soon as 
they attain majority, — ‘In the proper way’ — ^i.e. proportionately to their re.spective 
shares, or in accordance with the property inherited — says Vivddaratndkara. 

/This same definition of ‘major’ and ‘minor’ is attributed to Ndrada in 
Mitdksard on Ydjna. 2.60. 

J Taldnginto account the parallel passages of Afanu (8.159-160) and Ydjfiavalkya 
(2.47 and 54), Haradalta very properly restricts tliis rule to a bail for the personal 
appearance of the offender. — In explanation of the expression "commercial debt’, 
he gives the following instance : — If a person has borrowed money from somebody 
on the condition that he is to repay the Principal together with Interest, and if he 
dies in a foreign coimtry, while travelling in order to trade, then that money shall 
not be repaid by the son. — -The instance explaining the term ‘Fee’ is as follows: — ■ 
If a person has promised a fee to the parents of a girl and dies after the wedding, 
then that fee does not involve his son; i.e. need not be paid by him. — -The word 
‘ Shulka ’ in the original is, however, ambiguous ; it may also mean ‘ tax or toll 
Buhler on Gautama. 
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have become due from the father on accoimt of commercial transactions. — 
These 'shall not involve the sons’; that i.s, they shall not be payable by the 
sons. 

Says Brhaspatl (11.51) — 

[99] ‘Debts due to Winea, Gambling, Futile Gifts, Gifts promised through 
lust or anger, Surety-money, Balance of Fines and Taxes, — ^these debts 
of the father the sons shall not be made to pay.’ ♦ 

' Sauram' is debt due to sura. wine. — 'Danda, etc.' — -i.e. Fines and Taxes, 
and the balance of these. t 

So also Vydsa — 

[100] ‘Fine or Balance of Fine, Tax or Balance of Tax, and what is not 
lawful, — such debts of the father, the son should not pay.’ 

'Na vyavahdrikam' means what is outside the pale of custom or law 
(what is not admissible in law).{ 

‘Gift promised tlirough Love and Anger’ is thus defined by Kalyayana — 

[101] ‘The gift that has been promised, either with or without a written 
bond, to woman already married to another man, — should be known as 
debt contracted through lust. — In a case where, having caused hurt 
to a person, or destroyed his property, through rage, — if a man has 
promised to pay for his satisfaction, — ^that should be regarded as debt 
contracted through anger.' § 

Thus there is no undue mdefiniteness in the matter. 

‘Futile gift’ also (mentioned in Text No. 99) should be understood to 
be one that has been ‘ promised’ (not actually given) ; otherwise, as it would 
have been already given, there could be no point in prohibiting its payment. 


♦ ‘ Gifts promised through lust ’ — i.e. in adulterous love -Jnaking. — ‘ Gifts promised 
ill anger' — e.g. in a fit of anger, a man damages the property of another man 
and then in order to placate him, promises a present — {Apardrka, p. 649). — 'Sliulka' 
has been taken by Haradatta (see above) ‘as fee for the bride’; the BcUambhatfi 
explains it as standmg for taxes. 

[The Mitdksard (on Ydjna. 247) says — -The mention of ‘balance of fines and 
taxes’ should not be taken to mean that if the entire fine or tax is due, the son 
shall have to pay it; as this also is precluded by other texts (e.g. the following 
Text 100 from Vydsa). — ‘Gifts promised in love or anger' — as described in Text 
No. 101 below. 

{ ‘What IS not proper’ — according to Apardrka, p, 648 . — Smrtichandrikd and 
Virarnitrodaya explain it as ‘due to wine ’; — lidlambhafti aa ‘what was not used for 
the family’. — Kane notes — -The Bombay High Court (I.L.K. 32 Bombay 348) has 
accepted the meaning to be ‘what no decent person or responsible man would 
incur’; AUahabad (33 Ail. 472), Madras (37 Mad. 48) and Calcutta (39 Cal. 862) 
have dissented from the above; Calcutta explainuig it as ‘what is not lawful, usual 
or customary, or which is for a cause repugnant to good morals'. 

Vivddaratndkara (p. 58) says — The mention of ‘Fine’ itself implies the 'balance 
of Fine ’ also; and yet the Text adds this latter; which implies that, if the Fine is a 
very heavy one, it should be paid by the son ; but if there is only a small balance 
left unpaid, that need not be paid. This also implies that if the Fine is a small 
one, the whole of it need not be paid by the son. 

§ Vivddaratndkara (p. 58) has the following notes on this Text: — ‘Uktam ’ — 
promised. — tLikhitvd' — with a written bond; — 'muktakam' — ^without a written 
bond, — ‘ Parapurva, etc.’ — having promised a gift to another man’s wife, and being 
unable to pay it, the man borrows the required money and pays it ; this is the debt 
that is said to be ‘ contracted through lust ’. — The terra ‘parapurva ', ‘ already married 
woman ’, here stands for all such women as are not married to the man himself. — 
Similarly, when one hurts a man, or destroys liis property, and then for rendering 
full satisfaction to him, borrows money, — this is ‘debt contracted through anger’. 
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" Surety -money' is money due from the Surety /or trust and the Surety 
for appearance. 

In certain cases, even the father’s debt need not be paid by the son; 
as says Narada — 

[102] ‘Among — (a) the person taking the property, (6) the person taking the 
wife, and (c) the sons, — it is the person taking the property who should 
pay the dead man’s debts; if there is no one taking Ins property, nor 
one taking his wife, — then the son shall pay his debts ; if there is no one 
taking his property, nor a son, — then the person talcing his wife shall 
pay his debts.’ 

The meaning of the Text is as follows: — Even if the son is entitled to 
inlierit the property, if he happen to be beset with difficulties (disqualifica- 
tions), — ^the man who takes his property should be made to pay his debts. — 
In the word ‘ stridhaninoh’ , the possessive affix ‘ini' is added to the com- 
pounded word ‘stridkana'. Hence the meaning is that — ^if the person taking 
the wife and the person taking the property are non-existent, the debt is 
to be paid by the son even though he be beset with difficulties (disqualifica- 
tions). — If the person taking the property and capable son are non-existent, 
the debt should be paid by the person taking his wife. — Hence the two 
(the son and the person taking the wife) are not to pay if the person talcing 
the property is there. — But if the son is incompetent (disqualified), and the 
person taking the property is non-existent, the person taking the wife shotdd 
pay the debt.* 

On this same subject, saj^ Brhaspati also — 

[103] ‘If the son is beset with difficulties (disqualifications), the man who 
takes the property of the dead man pays his debts. If there is no one 
taking the property, the man who takes his wife pays the debt.’ f 

So also Kdtydyana — 

[104] ‘The son should be made to pay the father’s debts, if he be free from 
difficulties (and disqualifications), entitled to inherit property and fit 
to bear the burden; otherwise, the son should not be made to pay it. — 
If the son is found to be beset with difficulties or a minor, the man who 
takes the dead man’s property should pay his debts; and in the absence 
of such a man, the man who takes his widow.’ J 


♦ ‘ If the person taking the properly is non-existent ’, — because the man has left 
no property; similarly ‘if the man taking his wife is non-existent', — because he has 
left no wife. Under such circumstances, the debt is to be paid by the son who 
may be without property and without parents — so says Asahaya. — ^According to 
Apardrka, {a) the son and other inheritors of the man’s property shall pay his 
debts; (6) in the absence of these, it will be paid by the man who keeps his wife; 
and (o) in the absence of even such a man, it should be paid by the disqualified 
son who has been excluded from inheritance. 

Throughout this context, the expression 'person talcing his wife' stands for the 
man who ha.s received as his wife, the widow — who is still a virgin, — or who, in 
dire distress, has offered herself to the man — {Mitdksard on YdjUa. 2.61). 

t Vivddaratndkara (p. 64) says that in the absence of these two persons, the 
debt has to be paid by the son even though he be beset with difficulties and dis- 
qualifications. 

I ‘Entitled to inherit' — i.e. free from such disqualifications as Congenital 
Blindness and the re.st. — 'Bear the burden' — ^to pay the debt — (Vivddaratndkara, 
p. 64). 
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In the absence of both these persons (one taking the property and the 
other taking the widow), the debt has to be paid by the son; — as declared 
by Tdjnavalkya (2.61) — 

fl06] ‘(A) One who takes the dead man’s property should be made to 
pay his debts; (B) as also the man who has taken his wife; (C) that 
son is to pay the father’s debts whose property does not rest with another 
person; (D) if the man has left no son, his debts shall be paid by those 
who inherit his property.’ 

From aU this it follows that even when the son is quite competent, he 
should be made to pay the debt only if his property does not rest with 
another person; which means that from among the several sons of the dead 
man, that son alone should paj' the debt who has teen installed in the father’s 
place, — not any other son. — The upshot of all this is as follows — (a) Even 
when tke person takifig the property and the person taking the ivife are there, 
the debt is to be paid by the son who is possessed of property and capable of 
bearing the burden; — (6) if there is no such son, it uill be paid by the man 
taking the dead man’s property; — (c) in the absence of the man taking his 
property, as before, even if the son is there, the debt will be paid by the 
man taking the widow; — (d) when both of these (the man taking the property 
and the man taking the widow) are not there, the family debt shall be payable 
by the son, even though he may be ‘incompetent’. If, among the sons, 
any one is installed in the place of the father, then he alone should pay. 


♦ There has been some difference of opinion on the exact meaning of this 
rule laid down by Yajhavalkya (2.51).— According to Apardrka, there are three 
distinct rules laid down here — (1) The man inheriting the dead man’s property 
should pay Ws debts; — such ‘inheritors’ being the son, the secondary son, the wife, 
the daughter and so forth ; but the liability of the primary son having been already 
asserted in 2.50, the ‘inheritors’ here intended must be the secondary son and the 
rest. (2) If there is no one who has inherited the dead man’s property, then the 
man who has taken his widow should pay the dead man’s debts. (3) The liability 
of sons having been declared under '2.50 in a general way, the third rule here laid 
down makes a distinction between two sets of sons ; there is the son in the normal 
condition who naturally inherits the father’s property ; then, in certain cases, there 
is also a son who, by reason of congenital idiocy, blindness or such other disqualifica- 
tions, has been excluded from iidieritance, and therefore has no property of his 
own; the meaning of the third rule is that ‘among sons, the liability lies with that 
son who has property of his own and whose inheritance does not (like that of the 
disqualified son) rest with his brothers. (4) The liability of grandsons to pay the 
grandfather’s debts having been assorted in 2.S0, people might be led to think 
that the grandson is to pay even when the sous are there ; in order to preclude 
this idea, the fourth rule is laid down that — ^“it is only when there is no son, 
that the other inheritors of property are liable to pay the debt’. — Of rule (3), 
Apardrka supplies another explanation, by which the meaning is that — ‘that son 
who (being among those secondary sons who are not entitled to inheritance) has 
not inherited the father’s property shall pay the debt; but this is so only when 
no ‘taker of wife’ or ‘inlieritor of property’ is there. 

According to Mitdksard also, the meaning is that — (1) The inheritor of property 
should pay; — (2) if there is no such inheritor, the man who has taken the wife 
should pay; — (3) if there is no such man, then tho son ‘whose paternal property 
does not go to another’, — i.e. one who, if there were any paternal property, would 
not be debarred from inheriting it by reason of congenital disqualifications. Accord- 
ing to this, all these three form parts of one rule, laying down the order of the 
liability. — (4) The last rale — ‘If the man has died leaving no son, etc.’ — means 
that, if the man has left no son or grandson, the great-grandson and the rest shall 
be liable to pay his debts ; only if they have inherited his property, not otheiwise. 
The case of the great-grandson and others thus differing from that of the. son and 
tho grandson who are liable even though they may have inherited nothing from the 
dead man. ^ 
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Like the son, other persons also may be liable for the debt; as declared 
by Ndrada — ■ 

[106] ‘If a debt had been contracted for the purposes of the family, by an 
unseparated uncle or (unseparated) brother, or by the mother, — it 
sliall be payable by aU those who inherit the property.’ 

Says Manu (8.167) — 

[107] ‘ Should even a dependant effect a transaction for the purposes of the 
family, the master— whether in his own country or abroad, — shall not 
repudiate it.’ 

Brhaspati (11.50) — 

[107 A] ‘When a debt has been incurred for the purposes of the family, by an 
uncle, brother, son, wife, slave, pupil or dependant,— it should be 
paid by the Head of the family.’ 

Inasmuch as the debt contracted by the slave and such people also 
are payable, such debt, incurred for the purposes of the family, should be 
paid by the man who has inherited the property (of the dead man); in 
accordance with the declaration (imder Text 90 above) that — ‘when debts 
have been contracted by members of a joint family, for the purposes of the 
family, they should be paid by the Head of the family; and, upon his death or 
on his going abroad, by those who inherit his property ’ — (Ydjnavalkya 2.45). 
Certain debts incurred by the son also are payable by the father — 

[108] ‘ A debt contracted by the son shall be paid by the father only when 
it has been approved by him; or he may pay it out of his love for his 
son; he is not liable otherwise ’ — (Ndrada). 

Says Fijnu (6.31-32) — 

[109] ‘The woman shall not pay the debt contracted by her husband or 
her son; the husband and the son shall not pay the debt contracted by 
the woman,’ 

And Ndrada — 

[110] ‘A debt contracted by the wife shall not involve the husband, except 
when it has been contracted in times of distress; because the needs of 
the family are unavoidable. — This non-liabihty of the husband does not 
apply in the case of debts incurred by the wives of washermen, hunters, 
herdsmen and liquor -distillers; because the livelihood of these men is 
dependent upon their wives, and the family is dependent upon these.’ 


Viahwarupa takes the third sentence regarding the son to refer to the ease 
w'here, from among several sons, one is permitted by the others to take all the 
property that the father has left ; and in this case the debt has to be paid by that 
one son, not by the others. 

Vivddaratndkara (p. 63) takes the third rule to apply to cases where the dead 
man has left no property; in which case the debt falls upon such of his sons as 
would have inherited his properly if any, — and not those who would not be so 
entitled; the reason that is given for restricting the rule to such oases is that the 
case of the man who has left some property is already covered by the first rule that 
the debt is to be paid by the person who inherits his property. 

* Dyu’ing the master’s absence, whatever the servant does for the maintenance 
of the family, must be held to be valid — (Medhdtithi). 

‘ Dependant’ — slave and the like — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 55). 
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SiiToilarly also in cases where the woman is the predominant factor in 
the family; and no significance is to be attached to the particular castes 
mentioned here. Because in all such cases, it is the woman who manages 
everything ; and the man is ignorant of the whole business. All this, therefore, 
is a mere matter of detail; because, in reality, if a debt has been incurred 
for the purposes of the family, — even by the wife of the Brahmaria and others 
(not named in the text), — it shall be paid by the Head of the family. 

In other cases, the debt that is payable by the ndfe is thus declared by 
Yajnavalkya (2.49) — 

[111] ‘The wife shall pay the debt contracted by the husband, if she has 
accepted* the liability; as also that contracted by her jointly with her 
husband.’ 

Katyayana says — 

[112] ‘[The woman shall pay the debt] contracted conjointly with her 
husband or her son, and also that contracted by herself.’ 

And Ndrada — 

[113] ‘The woman should not pay the debt contracted by her husband or 
by her son. ... If the husband, on the point of death, has asked 
his wife to pay his debts, she should be made to pay them if she has 
taken his assets, — even though she may not have promised to pay them.’ 

The rule briefly is as follows: — (a) If the woman has been made by 
her husband to promise that she would pay the debts, — then she must pay 
them; — (ft) similarly, if she has no sons and has taken the family-assets, 
she should pay the debt, even though she may not have promised to pay it; 
for the simple reason that she has taken the assets. 

Who is ‘the person taking the wife’ (of the deceased Debtor) is thus 
deflned by Ndrada- — 

[114] ‘The last kind of the Wanton Wmnan and the first kind of the 
Remarried Woman, — the debt contracted by the deceased husbands of 
these should be paid by the man who has taken the widow’. — ‘When 
a man has died leaving no property or son, if a man takes his wife, he 
takes up his debts also; as his wife is the dead man’s sole, asset.’ f 

Who the ‘last kind of Wanton Woman’ is has been thus described in the 
Kalpataru (quoting Ndrada) — 

[116] ‘When a woman, who has been already given away by her elders in 
accordance with the laws of the country, — if she is married to another 
man, in a wrongful manner, she is the last hind of Wanton Woman’ — 
(12.62). 

Another kind of Wanton Woman is thus described in Raindhara — • 

[116] ‘The woman who having come from a foreign country has been 
bought with money, — or being oppressed by hunger and thirst has given 


*’ Accepted ’ — ^This refers to a case where the promise has been made to the 
husband on his death-bed, or on going abroad, that she would pay his debts — 
(Mitdksard). 

t According to Vivddaratndkara (p. 62) this refers to the case of women — 
distillers and others of that class, as expressly stated by Katyayana in another text, 
where the said persons are named. 

3 
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herself to a man, saying I am thine, — she is the third * kind of Wanfori 
Woman ’ — (12.51). 

The first kind of Remarried Woman ie thus described in Ratnakara — • 

[117] ‘A maiden, who has not been deflowered, but has become unqualified 
for marriage bj reason of the rites of joining hands having been gone 
through, — if married to another man, is the first kind of Remarried 
Woman ’ — (12.52). 

Only these two kinds of women ‘taken up' by other men have been 
mentioned (in Text 114 above) because these ate considered superior to 
others (mentioned in Ndrada 12.45-52). And the rule is that the man who 
lias taken up these widows shall paj' the debt contracted by their deceased 
husbands. 

Says Kdtydyana— 

[118] ‘The debt that lias been contracted by wine -distillers and the like, 
who have no assets and no children, shall be paid by one who enjoys 
their wives.’ 

The term ‘and the like’ is to be understood a.s including men whose 
livelihood depends upon their wives. 

Kdtydyana again— 

[119] ‘Debts incurred bj' persons who have long been away from home, 
or are devoid of all relations, or are idiots, or insane, — shall be paid, — 
even though they themselves be alive, — by those who have taken their 
wives or assets.’ 

In this connection, the debts payable by those taking the assets and others, 
are exactly those that would be paj’able by the sons (if there were anj'); but 
with this difference that in the case of those others, no Interest shall be 
payable, because the paying of the Interest has not been mentioned in con- 
nection with those, as it has been in comiection with the son (in Text No. 8% 
for instance). 

In the case where the Creditor is a Brdhtnana and he lias died without 
issue, — wliat is to be done is thus declared by Ndrada— 

[120] ‘If a debt is due to a Brahmana with progeny, ■(■ — and he, with his 
progeny, is no longer alive, — the debt shall be repaid to his Sakulyas-, 
in the absence of Sakulyas, to his Bandhus-, when there are no Sakulyas 
or Bdndhavas, it shall be paid to Brahmanas-, and when there are no 
Brdhmanas, it shall be thrown into water.’ 

Under similar circumstances, the debt due to the K^aitriya and others 
is to be received by the King; as it has been declared that — ‘all property goes 
to the King, except the property of the Brdhmaim’, — so that the property 
of the Brahmana should not be taken by the King. 

When the payment of the debt has been demanded, and the Debtor 
has not paid it, — ^what should the Creditor do ? — This has been thus answered 
by Manu (8.48 and 49) — 


* In Narada’s text, and also in Vivddaratndkara, p. 62, we find the reading 
''trtiyd' in place of' chaturthl' . 

t The reading in V ivddachintamani is ‘ sdnvayasya’ ; Sinrtichandrikd. p. 23, 
reads 'sonvayasya' ; which provides simpler construction. The meaning is the 
same in both cases. 
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[121] ‘Having determined the means by which the Creditor may be able 
to get his money, he shall, by those same means, make the Debtor pay 
up — (48). — ^He shall have hia dues paid by moans of (a) good faith, 
(6) tactful transaction, (c) trick, (d) moral pressure, and (e) force ’ — (49).* 

From among these, the Creditor shall have recourse to the succeeding 
only if he is unable to do it by means of the preceding method. 

(o) What is meant by ^dharma' (good faith) in this connection (in 
Manu’s text) has been explained by Brhmpati (11.55)— 

[122] ‘When the Debtor is made to pay by messages through friends and 
relations, by friendly remonstrances, by constant following, or by 
fasting, — ^this is realising by Qood Faith.’ 

‘Praya’ stands for the Creditor tlueatening to fast till the payment 
of the debt. 

[123] ‘The Brdhmana, however, who has been reduced in circumstances, 
should be made to pay by easy instalments, according as he obtains 
the means’ — {Ydjha. 2.43). 

(6) What is meant hy ‘ vyavahara’ (Tactful Transaction) is thus explained 
by Kdtydyana — 

[124] ‘The Debtor should be caught and held up openly before the assembly 
of men, until he pays up the dues, according to the custom of the 
country.’ 

(c), (d) and (a) ’Chhadma ’ {Trick),' Acharita' [Moral Pressure) and' Bala ’ 
(Force) have been thus described by Brhaspali — 

[125] ‘When the Creditor, with a crafty design, borrows anything from the 
Debtor, or withholds a Deposit and such things, and thus makes him 
pay up the debt, — this is called realising by a Trick’ — (11.56). 

‘ XJpadhi' is trick. 

He goes on — 


* (a) 'Good faith’ — i.e. realising by easy instalments. — (6) ‘ Tactful transaction’ 
— this has to be had recourse to when the Debtor has no property ; the idea is that 
the Creditor may make a further advance to him, to enable him to carry on some 
business and thereby acquire money wherewith to pay off the debt; this is what is 
meant by ‘vyavahara’ here; which cannot stand ioT judicial proceedings-, as these 
have to be had recourse to only where all the said five means have failed, — (a) ‘ Trick ’ 
— borrowing an ornament or some such article from him rmder some pretext and 
then retaining it until the debt is paid. — (d ) ' Moral pressure ’ — fasting and constantly 
sitting at the man’s door. — (e) ‘Force’ — ^making an application to the King 
who shall smmuon the Debtor and compel him to pay up. — The Creditor shall not 
have recourse to either Trick or Moral Pressure without notifying the same to the 
King — (M edhdtithi) . 

‘ V yavahdra ’, according to Smrlichandrika, is meant for the Debtor who has 
denied the liability ; the others are meant for one who admits the debt. Evidently 
it takes ‘vyavahara’ in the sense of judicial proceedings. — Govindaraja, KuUuka, 
Nandana and Narayana also take ‘vyavahara’ as judicial proceedings ; Baghavananda 
takes it as forced sale of properly. — Apararka (p. 645) takes ‘dhartna’ as truth, 
‘vyavahara’ as evidence documentary and oral; — ‘acharita’ as local custom; ‘bala’ 
as oppression by starving, etc. — Milaksara (on Ydjna. ZAO) takes ‘dhartna’ as truthful 
persuasion, — ‘vyavahara’ as adducing witnesses, documents, etc. (i.e. judicial pro- 
ceedings), — ‘chhala’ as above, — ‘acharita’ as starvation, etc. and ‘bala’ as force, 
in the shape of keeping him in chains and so forth. 

Mitdksard (on Ydjha. 2.40) reads ‘acharita’ for ‘dcharita’ and explains it as 
‘dropping all social intercourse, like dining and the like 
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[126] ‘^Vhen the Debtor is made to pay by confining his wife, son or cattle, 
and by constantly sitting at his door, — it is called Achariia, Moral 
Preaawe' — (11.58), 

[127] ‘When the Debtor ia bound and brought up to the Creditor's own 
house, where he is compelled to pay by beatin^and other means, it is 
called Bala, Force ’ — (11.57). 

In all cases, the proper course is to request the Debtor to pay up. 

Says Kaiydyana — 

[128] ‘From the King, the Master and the Brahmana, one should realise 
his dues by means of moral suasion; from his heir and friend, one should 
realise it by means of trick.' 

He proceeds — 

[129] ‘From traders, cultivators and artisans, one should realise his dues 
in accordance with the customs of the place [or Moral Pressure); — ^and 
from wicked persou«, he should do it by means oi force; — so says Bhrgu.' 

As regards the case where even keeping the Debtor under restraint does 
not bring about the payment of one ’a dues, — Brhaspati says — 

[130] ‘The indigent spirit-distiller and such other Debtors should be taken 
by the Creditor to his own house and made to work there ; but a Brahmana 
shotUd be made to pay gradually.’ 

Says Ydjnavalkya (2.43) — 

[131] ‘If the Debtor of a low caste happens to be too poor to pa> , he .should 
be made to make good, by labom, the amount due from him; but the 
Brahmana reduced to poverty should be made to pay by ea.sy instal- 
ments, according to his income.’ ♦ 

If the Creditor has recourse to 'force’, before trying the other methods, 
he should be punished ; as says Kaiydyana — 

[132] ‘If, at the very outset, the Creditor should make the man to do mean 
work which has not been stipulated, t — he should sufier the First 
Amercement, and the Debtor should be absolved from the debt.' 

What is meant is that — if, at the very outset, the Creditor makes the 
Debtor do some mean work,- — for the purpose of Uquidatiiig the debt, — then 
he should be fined the First Amercement, — and the Debtor should be 
absolved from the debt. 


* 'Brahmana’, according to Apardrka, stands for the 'higher caste’ in general; 
cases where the Debtor’s caste is higher than that of the Creditor; and the term 
‘low caste’ includes the equal caste also. — The ‘labour’, says Mitakaard, should be 
work in keeping with the man’s caste, which can be done bj' him without detriment 
to hie family-status. 

I We have adopted the reading of the printed text, which agrees with the 
reading found in Vivddaratndkara (p. 71). Mb reads the first line as ‘yadi hyddau 
halddiatnmaahubham’ , which means ‘if the Creditor at the very outset should, by 
force, make the man do mean work, etc .’.- — -Ma reads — ‘yadi vddau balddiatam 
rnlkam karma kdrayet’ — ‘If, at the very outset, the Creditor, by force, makes the 
Debtor do the work desired by the Creditor, etc. ’. 
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Says Narada — 

[133] ‘If, on account of changed times, the Debtor is unable to pay up, he 
should be made to pay gradually according to his capacity, as he goes 
on obtaim’ng the necessary funds.’ * 

In a case where the Debtor is unable to pay the debt which, along 
with the Interest, has reached the maximum, — the Debtor himself should 
execute a bond on the basis of Compound Interest. As says Brhaspati 
(11.60)— 

[134] ‘When the time fixed for payment has elapsed, and Interest has ceased 
to accrue, — the Creditor should recover the loan; or the Debtor may 
execute a bond, on the basis of Oompoimd Interest.’ 

After the accrued Interest, along with the original Principal, has become 
the new Principal, — more than double may be realised, even in the case of 
Pledge for Use, where the Interest consists in the use of the article pledged ; 
as says Brhaspati (11.61) — • 

[135] ‘Just as Oompoimd Interest is charged on the doubled Principal, so 
is the use of the Pledge also; in which case the new debt (Principal) 
should consist of the price of the Pledge along with the Interest accrued.’ t 

What happens in the case of the Debtor not being there, has been thus 
declared by Brhaspati (11.29-30) — 

[136] ‘ IVhen the amount of the Principal has become doubled, and the Debtor 
is either dead or lost,]: the Creditor may take his chattel and sell it before 
witnesses ; or he may have its value estimated in an assembly of people 
and keep the chattel for ten days; after which he may realise his own 
dues, and relinquish the balance. — After ha\'ing got his own dues pre- 
cisely calculated by people versed in accoimts, if the Creditor takes the 
chattel in the presence of the relations § (of the Debtor), he should not 
be regarded as having done anything wrong.’ 

Even when the Creditor realises his dues by ‘force’ and other such 
means, — ^he should not be reproved by the King. As says Vimu (6.18) — 

[137] ‘A Creditor recovering the sum lent, by any means, should not be 
reproved by the King.’ 

‘By any means' — i.e. by the several means of ‘Good Faith’ and the rest 
(enumerated by Manu, see Text 121 above). 


♦ Smrtichandrikd (p. 389) restricts this concession to the Brdhmana Debtor 
only (vide Text 131 above). 

f In a case where Compound Interest is charged, the old Principal along with 
the Interest accrued becomes the new Principal, which is more than the double of 
the original Principal. Similarly in the ease of the use of the Pledge also, if, by 
chance the Creditor has been able to enjoy it, — the value of that use along with 
the original Principal is made the new Principal and held by the Creditor on Interest ; 
so that ultimately the enjoyment by the Creditor becomes more than the double 
of the original Principal. Or, if he so chooses, he may not restore the pledged 
article — {Vivddarathdkara, p. 72). 

Jolly says that — the comparison here proposed relates to the case when a 
Pledge for Use has been accidentally destroyed, and a new bond is executed, in 
which the Interest is oalonlated on the Principal together with the lost usufruct. 

J ‘Lost’ — i.e. ifhe has absconded and cannot be traced — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 74). 

§ ‘ Relatives ’ — what is meant is that the witnesses to the transaction should be 
persons who would be trusted by the Debtor — [Ibid.), 
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Says Ydjhavalkya (2.40) — 

[138] ‘If the Creditor presses the Debtor who has admitted the debt, he should 
not bo prevented by the King. On being pressed, if the Debtor complains 
to the King, he should be punished and made to pay the debt due.’ 

' Prativanna ' — the person who has admitted the debt. 

If the Debtor does not admit the debt and if he claims judicial investiga- 
tion, he shall not be pressed (or put under restraint). As says Brlmspati 
(11.63)— 

[139] ‘A Debtor claiming judicial proceedings, in a doubtful ease, should 
not be pressed. One who presses one who should not be pressed, 
deserves to be fined accordmg to law. — ^A Debtor is called one “ claiming 
judicial proceedings ”, if he makes a declaration in the form — “What 
may l^e found to be justly due from me, I shall pay ”. A case is 
called “doubtful” in which there is difference of opinion’* between 
the two parties, as to (a) the nature, (h) the amount, (c) the Interest, or 
(d) if there is anything due at all.’ 

Says Manu (8.59) — 

[140] ‘One who falsely denies a debt, or one who falsely demands it, — 
these two, proficient in dishonesty, should be made by the King to 
pay a fine double the amount involved.’ 

This should be understood as applicable to cases where the person 
penalised is very wealthy. 

Again — 

[141] ‘On the debt being admitted to be due, the Debtor shall pay a fine of 
5 per cent; and in the case of denial, double the amount. Such is the 
ordinance of Manu ' — (Manu 8.139). 

When the Debtor has denied the debt at first, but admits it later on, 
his fine shall be 5 per cent. If he continues to deny it even later on, — then, 
on the debt being proved, he should be fined 10 per cent.]' This refers to 
eases where the jierson penalised is posses.sed of little wealth. 

Yajnavalkya (2.11) — 

[142] ‘If the Debtor denies the debt, and it is proved, he should pay the 
amoimt due and also a sum equal to the sum in dispute to the King. 
If the claim of the C’reditor is found to be false, he should pay a fine 
double the amount of the claim.’ J 


The word in the original is ‘bhrdnti', which means mistake or doubt; it 
has, however, been explained by Vivddaratndkara (p. 76) as ‘vipraCipatti’ and has 
accordingly been translated by Jolly as ‘difference of opinion ’. 

t The Debtor having failed to pay the debt, the Creditor files a suit against 
him ; — ^the Debtor, on being summoned, admits the claim and is ready to pay up ; 
m this case the penalty is a small one,— a fine of 5 per cent, which is imposed on 
account of his having transgressed the law in not paying up -out of Court ; — ^but 
when he aggravates it further and denies it, and the Creditor succeeds in proving 
it, the penalty is double — i.e. 10 per cent; not the double of the amount of the debt, 
as some people have explained — (Medhatithi). 

J This rule of Ydjhavalkya’ s conflicts with the one laid down by Manu (Text 141, 
above), where the penalty is only 5 and 10 per cent of the total claim. The 
Chintdmani has solved the difficulty by relating Manu’s rule to the case of poor 
Debtors and YajhaveUkya’s to the case of middle-class Debtors. 
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[1431 ‘This is the Jaw relating to either of the two i^arties who is defeated 
in a regular confntation of the suit ; so also relating to either of the two 
parties in a case based upon a Previous Decision.’ * 

The law herein laid down is applicable to the case of false siiits and also 
to that covered by a Previous Decision. 

Says Ymna — 

[144] ‘If the Debtor, who is wealthy, does not pay the debt through sheer 
wickedness, the King should realise from him a fine double the amount 
of the sum hi dispute and compel lum to pay off the debt.’ 

And Visnu (8.20-21) — 

[145] ‘If the Creditor should approach the King and prove his claim, the 
Debtor shall pay to the King, as fine, the tenth part of the claim; and 
the Creditor, on receiving his dues, shall jiay to the King the twentieth 
part of his claim.’ f 

Says Katyayana — 

[146] ‘ Where several debts have become payable at the same time, that 
which was contracted first should be paid first; but that due to the 
Ksattriya should be paid after the payment of that due to the Vedic 
Scholar,’ 

[147] ‘If .several debts have been contracted on the same day, the Debtor’s 
assets are to be divided equally among the Creditors: the balance, if 
any, shall be either kept in deposit or distributed as Interest, according 
to the priority of the claims.’ 

[148] ‘If a Creditor proves that the Debtor invested in merchandise the 
money borrowed from him, then the proceeds of the sale of that mer- 
chandise shall go towards the payment of that particular debt, not 
otherwise.’ 

What is meant is that, in the absence of other assets, the .said proceeds 
shall be given to that same Creditor. 

Ydjnamlkya (2.94) — 

[149] ‘Having paid off the debt, the Debtor should tear off the bond; 
t or for the purpose of acquittance, he should have another document 
executed (by the Creditor, by way of acquittance-receipt). — ^The debt 
that has been contracted before witnesse.s should be discharged also in 
the presence of witnesses.’ § 


♦Text 143 is not Ydjnavalkya’s. It may be V^ydsa’s; as remarked by 
Vivadaratndkara (p. 78) — ^These two texts — one from Ydjnavalkya and the other 
from V ydsa — are not found in this section of the Kdmadhenu ; but they have been 
quoted here as found in Kalpnlaru. 

t The Creditor has committed no wrong; he pays this, therefore, to the King, 
not as fine, but as fee for helping him in the realisation of his dues — (Vivddaraindkara, 
p. 78). 

J This second alternative is meant for cases where the original bond camiot 
be found and hence cannot be torn off — (says Smrtichandrikd, p. 377). 

§ If the original witnesses before whom the debt had been contracted are not 
available, the repayment may be made in the presence of other suitable witnesses — 
(says Smrtichandrikd, p. 377). 



42 


vivAdachintAmani 


Narada (2.14) also — 

[161] ‘ This .same rule has been applied to cases of — (a) ‘I.oan for a special 
purpose’ (Yachitaka), (6) ‘Bailment for Delivery’ (Anvahita), etc., and 
also (c) Articles made over to artist.s, (d) Sealed Deposits (Upanidhi), 
(e) Secret Deposits {Nyasa), and (/) Mutual Deposits (Pratinydsa).' * 

‘In regard to even an old-standing Deposit, when a man wishes to 
lude or deny it, he throws into it something of his own, and when he restores 
it, on request, he is not regarded as a thief; but if he does not restore it, he 
is regarded as a thief. In all such cases, the right decision can be arrived at 
only after due investigation.’ 

This passage has been written in this context, in the Batndkara.'^ 

Says Brhaspati (12.11) — 

[162] ‘If the Depositary should destroy (damage) the Deposit, tlwough 
discrimination (as between his own property and the Deposit) and 
consequent neglect, — or if he fails to restore it when asked to do so, — 
he should be made to pay its price with Interest.’ 

That is, if the man differentiates his own property from the Deposit, — 
taking special care of the former, and not of the latter, — ^then also he should 
pay it. 

Similarly in a case where, on being asked to deliver the Deposit, he did 
not do so, — and after some time, ho is arrested by the King, — he should 
pay the price with Interest. 

As says Narada (2.7-8) — 

[163] ‘If the Depositary does not restore the Deposit on demand, he 
should be fined by the King, and in case the Deposit has been lost, he 
should be made to pay a sum equal to the price of the Deposit. 

[164] ‘If ho derives profit from it (by using it) without the Depositor’s 
consent,! he shall be fined likewise, and shall deliver the profit, together 
with Interest, to the Depositor.’ 

And Vpdsa — 

[165] ‘If the Deposit has been consumed, the Depositary should pay its 
price with Interest; if it has suffered from neglect, he should pay just 
the price; if it has been lost through stupidity, he should pay a little 
less.’ 

Says Manu (8.193) — 

[166] ‘ The man who would appropriate, by fraudulent means, the pro- 
perty of another person, should be prmished publicly, along with his 
accomplices, with various modes of corporeal punishment.’ 

* ‘.Articles made over to the artist’ — ^i.e. materials given to him to be worked 
upon ; e.g. gold delivered to the goldsmith for making the ear-ring. — ‘Nyasa’ is secret 
Deposit; handed over to some member of the family, without the knowledge of the 
Master of the house. — ‘ Fraiinydsa' is a mutual bailment, both parties exchanging 
Deposits with one another — [Vivadaratndkara, p. 96). See also the first footnote 
of this chapter. 

t No such passage is found in Vivadaratndkara ; nor is it intelligible. 

J Vivddaratndkara (p. 90) explains this as ‘against the wishes of the Depositor ’. 
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‘Vpadha’ is fraud. — ‘Accomplice’ — people who help him in the act of 
misappropriation. — ‘Corporeal punishment’ — ^such as being put in chains, 
beaten and so forth.* 

This same rule applies to other similar transactions also ; as says Brhaspati 
(12.15)— 

[167] ‘ The rules laid down above are applicable also to cases of — Bailment 
for Delivery, Loan for a Special Purpose, Articles made over to artists, 
Pledges and Persons seeking refuge,’ 

‘Articles made over to artists’ — when, for the purpose of making ornaments 
and things, gold and other metals are made over to artists. 

When such articles are misappropriated ‘by fraudulent means’, the 
punishment is to be as declared (above, by Manu). 

[Says Kdtydyana ] — 

[168] ‘When an artist has undertaken to repair an article within a stipulated 
time, — if [he keeps it beyond that time, and] the article becomes lost, — 
he should be made to pay for it; even when the loss may have been due 
to an act of God.’ 

What is meant is tliat the article becomes due from the artisan only 
after the lapse of the time stipulated for the work, — not before that. 

Says Manu (8.191) — 

[169] ‘One who does not restore a Deposit, and one who, without hat’ing 
made a Deposit, claims it, — ^both of them shall be punished like thieves, 
or be made to pay a fine equal in value to the Deposit in question.’ 

In this same text, the Matsyapurdna read® ‘dviguyam damam' (‘the 
fine is to be double the value of the Deposit’). 

The penalty herein laid down (by Matsyapurdna) is meant for cases 
where the culprit is very rich and of mean behavioiu ; while that prescribed by 
Manu is for the culprit who is poor, but of good behaxfiour.t 
Kdtydyana — 

[170] ‘In cases where another man’s property, in the shape of Deposit and the 
like, has been consumed or neglected or destroyed tluough ignorance — 
it ha.s to be made good by that same person who wa-s liable for the same.’ 

The term ‘eva’, ‘same’, serves to exclude the Depositary’s son or other 
relatives who were not involved in the fault. 

Gautama (12.42) — in continuation of the words ‘na adhydvayeyuh’ , 
‘shall not involve’ — says — 

[171] ‘ Deposits, Articles bailed for delivery. Articles borrowed for a special 
purpose, and Articles taken on hire and the rest, — if lost, — [shall not 
involve] all those men who cannot be blamed for the fault of the 
Depositary.’ • 


* In the case of Deposits, the ‘fraudulent means’ would consist in putting off 
the restoration, by such pretexts as — ‘I do not remember where I kept the thing’ or 
‘ it was kept by someone else who is not here at present ’, and so forth — (Medhdtithi). 
' Praideharti' — e.g. in the public square — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 92). 
f Vivddmratnakara (p. 91) — If the property involved is valuable, then alone 
should the ‘punishment of the thief’ be inflicted; in ordinary cases, the man should 
be simply fined ; in either case, the Depositary is to be made to restore the Deposit. 
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* ^ Avakrllam' stands for what has been taken on lease at a certain rent. 
—‘All those men’ — i.e. sons and others who are free from all blame in the 
matter. 

With reference to Sealed Deposits (Upanidhi), says Kdtyayana — 

[172] ‘(a) Pm-chase, (6) Deposit on behalf of a person gone abroad, (c) Pledge, 
(d) Bailment for Delivery, (e) Article borrowed, and (/) What has been 
lent with a commercial motive, — ^all this is to be treated as Upanidhi, 
Deposit.’ 

{a) ‘ Kraya ’ — the article that has been sold but has, somehow, been left in 
the hands of the seller; — (6) the Deposit made by some one while the owner 
of the article has been abroad ; — (f) ‘ What has been lent with a commercial 
motive' — ^i.e. what has been handed over with a view to profit, — (d) ‘Anvdhila’ 
— Oounter^deposit; — ^what is meant is that all these cases, the guarding, 
restoring, investigation and inflicting of pimishment, have to be done as in 
the case of ‘Nycisa’, Deposit in general.f 


* Vivadaraindkara (p. 89) cites the example of the Cart and such things. — ‘All 
men’ — i.e. sons, grandsons and other heirs. — ‘Who cannot be blamed’ — who are 
free from all blame in the matter. 

t The definition oi ' Upanidhi’ here provided by Kdtyayana is different from, 
and much wider than, the one accepted by aU other authorities ; that is, if the words 
of Kdtyayana are taken literally. Both Vivddachinldmani and Vivadaraindkara 
felt this discrepancy ; hence they have provided a somewhat different explanation 
of the text, which has been adopted above, in the translation. — According to 
Vivadaratnakara — ‘ PrositaniksSpa’ stands for what has been deposited by a man 
going abroad ; — ‘ VaishyavrtlydrpUa' is what has been made over for purposes of 
trade. It concludes — ^‘All these have to be treated as Upanidhi (Sealed Deposit) ’. 
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Sale without Ownership 

Ndrada — [This is really Manu 8.199] — 

[173] ‘If a gift or a sale has been made by one who is not the owner of 
the property concerned, it should be held to be as not-niade; such being 
the rule of judicial proceedings.’ 

And Kdtydyana — 

[174] ‘Sale, Gift, Pledge — if made by one who is not the owner, — should 
be annulled.’ 

Manu (8.197-198)— 

[175] ‘ If a man sells another man’s property, without being its owner, 
and without the owner’s consent, — ^he should not be treated as reliable; 
he being a thief, though not regarding himself as such. — If he belongs 
to the ‘family’ of the rightful owner, he should be made to pay the 
fine of Six Hundred ; and if he does not belong to his ‘ family’, — nor one 
having access (to the household), he shall be dealt with as having 
committed the crime of theft.’ 

'Sdk^ya' is reUabilUy. — 'Avahdryafy' — should be made to pay. — 
‘Sdnvayah’ — being a member of the race of the owner of the property in 
question."' — 'NiTanvayah' — one who is not a member of his race. — 
' Anapasarah' — having no plausible means of getting at the thing in question, 
such as receiving it as a gift and so forth. — He should be fined 600 Panas. 
Again — 

[176] ‘ The man effecting a sale without ownersliip should be punished in 
this manner, if he has done it unintentionally. In case he has done it 
intentionally, he deserves the same punishment as the thief. ’ j 


* In all such passages, the term 'anvaya' is used in the etymological sense — 
‘those coming after’ — i.e. offspring or progeny; ‘one who bears the relationship of 
anugamana’ — says Medhaiithi, It thus stands for ‘family’ in the restricted sense. 
The Vivddachintdmani itself has explained it in this same passage as ‘belonging to 
the same vamsha ’, and ‘vamsha ’ is rcwe, dynasty. — Vivddaratndkara (p. 103) explains 
‘anvaya’ as ‘putrddi’, ‘son and the rest’. — Similarly where Kdtydyana speaks of 
‘emancipating the slave-girl whom one has been treating as his mistress — along 
with her anvaya’, the term clearly stands for the progeny of the girl, who is eman- 
cipated along with the girl; Vdchaspati himself explains the term as' svajanitapulra- 
sahitd', ‘along with her son begotten by himself’ (see Text No. 301 below. Text 
p. 70). — In another text (quoted on p. 194 of tho printed Text No. 867) the daughter 
is spoken of and then follows the term ’tadanvayah’, ’anvaya of the daughter’, 
which Vdchaspati explains as ‘ dauhitras' , ‘sons of the daughter’. — -Again on p. 222, 
Text No. 984, in Ydjnavalkya's text we 6nd the expression ’tdbhya rete'nvayah’ , 
‘in their absence, the anvaya’, which term is explained by Vdchaspati as ‘sons 
and daughters’, — Mitdksard on 2.175 explains ‘anvaya’ as ‘ putrapautrddi’ , ‘sous, 
grandsons and the rest ’ ; and that progeny alone are meant is clear from the reason 
that is adduced. — On the same text, Apardrka renders the term ‘anvayd’ as 
‘ svasanidne’ , ‘one’s own offsprings’. — Vivddaratndkara on p. 458 quotes Pdrijdta 
and Prakdsha as explaining ‘anvaya’ as ‘son, grandson, etc.’. 

See notes under Texts 237, et seg. 

t This text is quoted as if it were from Manu\ but it is not found in Manu. 
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That is, if one sells what belongs to another, unwittingly, he should 
be fined 600; whereas if he does it intentionally, he should be punished 
like a thief, — ^i.o. ha\'ing his hands cut off and so forth. 

When the article sold is found in the hands of the Buyer, — and some one 
comes and tells him 'this is mine, give it to me’; and the man being a 
gentleman, what he should do under the eircmnstances, is thus declared by 
Bj-haspati (13.4) — 

[177] ‘ When the rightful owner turns up and establishes his ownership 
over the chattel, the Purchaser .should produce the source of his Piuchase ; 
by doing this, he becomes cleared.’ 

'Source' — i.e. the person from whom he got the thing [i.e. the Seller, 
says Vivddaratndkara, p. 101]. 

Katyayana — 

[178] ‘ The Purchaser should prove that the Purchase was open and public; 
or he should produce the Seller. For the producing of the Seller, time 
should be given to him in proportion to the distance of the place where 
the Seller may be residing. — In a case where, having at first named the 
Seller, if the Purchaser (drops that and) again takes his stand upon the 
Purchase-transaction, — ^he should try to produce the Seller, as no useful 
prupose wovild be served by putting forward (and relying upon) the 
Purchase itself.’ 

The genuineness of the Purchase also would be estabUshed only by the 
producing of the Seller; hence it is only when the Seller cannot be traced 
that the genuineness of the Purchase-transaction itself should be sought 
after. 

'Prakdsham' — i.e. it should be proved that the sale was open and public. 
As regards what should be done after the Seller has been produced. 
— Vyasa says — 

[179] ‘ WTien the Seller has been produced, the Purchaser should not be 
prosecuted any fiuther; thenceforward the dispute shall lie between the 
Seller and the owner of the lost property.’ 

'Ndstika' is the man who has lost his property. 

Says Brhaspati (13.3) — 

[180] ‘In a case where the Vendor has been produced, and he loses in the 
judicial proceedings, he should pay to the Purchaser the price of the 
commodity sold, and a fine to the King; the propei’ty itself he shall 
restore to the rightful owner.’ 

In the event of the Purchase-transaction itself being found to have 
been improper, the Purchaser also is to be fined ; as says Ndrarta — 

[181] ‘If one buys a chattel from a slave without his master’s permission, 
or from a wicked person, or in secret, or at a low price, or at an improper 
time, — ^lie incurs the same guilt.’ 

That is, the guilt incurred by him is the same as that by the man who 
sells a thing without ownership. 

Also by concealing the man who sold the thing to him, the Purchaser 
incms the same guilt, — says Ndrada — 

[182] ‘The Purchaser should not conceal his source; Iris clearance follows 
from the producing of the source; otherwise, he shares the guilt and 
becomes liable to the same punishment (as the Seller).’ 



SALE WITHOtTT OWNERSHIP 


47 


'Otherwise' — i.e. if he conceals the man who sold the thing to him. 
[Kdtydyana ] — 

[183] ‘If the Purchaser does not produce tlio Vendor, or if he fails to prov-e 
the bona fide character of his Purchase, he should be made to pay to the 
owner the amount claimed by him, and also a fine to the King.’ 

Says Manu (8.202) — 

[184] ‘If the .source (the Seller) carmot be traced, and the Purchaser ha.s 
cleared himself by showing the open and bona fide character of his 
Purchase, — ^he should be let off without punishment ; but the property 
should be restored to the rightful owner.’ 

In a case where the Purchase-transaction has been ojjen and public, — 
and yet the rightful owner has established his ownership, — but the Seller has 
gone abroad and cannot be produced, — ^the Purchaser shall not be punished 
by the King ; but the property concerned shall be made over to the rightful 
owner. 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[185] ‘ The owner of the lost property should, first of all, prove his owner- 
ship by means of witnesses knowing it; and if he proves that the thing 
had never been given away or sold by himself, he establishes his owner- 
ship and obtains the property.’* 

In regard to the case where the open Purchaser is unable to produce 
the Vendor, because his place of residence is not known, — Bfhaspati says — 

[186] ‘In a case where there is no evidence, the King shall take into 
consideration the character of the parties concerned, and decide the 
case and apportion the chattel between them equally or more or les.s, 
at his own discretion’ — (13.6). 

[187] ‘In a case where the Purchaser has bought the chattel in the open 
market-place, and in the presence of the King’s officers, — but from a 
person whose habitation is not known to him, — or who has since died, — 
the rightful owner shall pay film half the price of the chattel concerned 
and take away the chattel itself; each of the tw'o parties thus losing 
half of the price, as a result of the proceeding.=’ — (13. 7-8). t 


* Vivadaratiidhara (p. 106) lays down the following procedure:— (1) The owner 
has to prove that the chattel belongs to him;— (2) in order to clear himself, the 
Purchaser should prove that he is a bona fide Purchaser; — (3) in support of this, he 
should produce the Vendor; — (4) if he is miable to trace and produce the Vendor, 
he should prove that his Purchase was open and public, by means of witnesses 
knowing all about it. 

In such cases, remarks MedMtUhi, the nett result is that the Purchaser is let 
off without punishment, but he loses the price that he had paid for it. 

f That is, both parties— the Purchaser as woU as the owner — are penalised to the 
extent of half of the value of the article; the former for making the purchase from 
an unknown person, and the latter for neglocting to take due care of his property 
{vide next Text 188) — (V ivddaratndhara, p. 109). 

Viramitrodaya (p. 381) romarks that this rule applies to oases where the owner 
is unable to produce adequate proof of his ownership j if he is able to prove it, he 
recovers the property without having to pay anything to the Purchaser. 
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Again — 

nSS] ‘A mifstake is committed when one buys a thing from an unknown 
person, — and also when one does not take due care of his property; 
both these mistakes have been declared by the wise to be the cause of 
losing one’s property ’ — {Brhaspati 13.9). 

In a case where the owner is miable to prove his ownership, the chattel 
goes to the man who has purchased it openly; and it is the owner (claimant) 
who is punished; — as declared by Kdtyayana — 

[189] ‘If the owner fails to prove his ownership by means of knowing 
witnesses, he should be punished like a thief, — with a view to prevent 
the repetition of such misbehaviour.’ 

In certain cases buying from the rightful owner also is wrong; as says 
Brhaspati (13.10-11)— 

[190] ‘ When a man has purchased a chattel at a fair price, having notified 
it previously to the Supervising Officer, no blame attaches to him; but 
he would be a ‘tliief ’ if it were an ‘Improper Pmchase’. — If a Purchase 
has been effected within a closed room, or outside the village, or at 
night, or secretly, or from a wicked person, * or at a %'ery low price, — 
it is an Improper Purchase.' 

This should be treated as purchasing from one who is not the owner. 

So also Vifnu (6.166) — 

[191] ‘If one purchases a thing in secret and qtiietly, and under its price, — 
the Purchaser [and the Vendor] f should be pimished like thieves.’ 

Says Yajnavalkya — 

[192] ‘If a man recovers from another person’s hand some chattel that had 
been stolen or lost, — without notifying it to the King, — he should be 
fined 96 Panas.’ 1 

He should be punished for deprhdng the State of the dues payable to it 
under the circumstances. 


* This also includes slaves and others of tlie lower class — -according to 
Virainitrodaya (p. 375). 

f Visnu’s text mentions both 'Purchaser’ and ‘Vendor’; though the printed 
text and MSS. of Vivddachintdmani have 'Kreta', ‘Purchaser’ only. 

J If a man discovers his tost or stolen property with a certain person and 
recovers it from him. without reporting it to the King, he is to be punished like a 
thief; because he has concealed his acquisition, like the thief — (Vivddaratndkara, 

p. 110). 
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Joint Concerns 

On this point, says Ydjnamlkya (2.269) — 

[193] ‘When a group of tradesmen carry on business jointly, for the purpose 
of making profit, the profit and loss of each shall be, either in proportion 
to the share of the capital contributed by each, or as may have been 
agreed upon among themselves.’ * 

In the absence of a previous agreement, the profit and loss shall be in 
proportion to the capital; but when there is a previous agreement, they 
shall be in accordance with that agreement. 

Brhaspati (14.8) — 

[194] ‘When any loss or dirpinution has occurred through the act of God 
or King, it should be borne bj' all the partners in proportion to their 
respective shares.’ 

‘Loss’ — of Capital, and ‘diminution’ — of Profit. 

The exception to this rule is laid down by the same writer — 

[195] 'l¥hen any one partner, acting without the consent of others, or 
against their express instructions, injures the property tVurough negli- 
gence, — that loss has to be made good to all the partners by that same 
partner.’ 

‘ Anirdista' — not permitted; which they have not assented to. 
Similarly, Brhaspati (14.10) — 

[190] ‘ That partner who, by his own efforts, saves the merchandise from 
dangers due to the act of God and King, shall receive the tenth part of 
that merchandise; the remainder being distribirted among the other 
partners, according to their respective shares.’ 

Ndrada (3.6) also — 

[197] ‘Wlien any danger has arisen from an act of God, or from thieves, 
or the King or fire, — if a partner makes special efforts to save the 
merchandise, — ^his share h.is been declared to be the tenth part of it.’ 

Kdtydyana — 

[198] ‘If a partner has .saved a commodity from thieves, or from floods, 
or from fire, — ^lie should receive its tenth part. This rule appUes to 
all commodities.’ 


* Business is said to be ‘ carried on jointly ’, when there is an agreement among 
a number of tradesmen to the effect that thej would carry it on as a J oint Concern. 
Tradesmen and others have recourse to this method of doing business, for the 
purpose of making larger profits than they could make, each on his own account. 
The profit and loss of each partner shall be determined by the share of the capital 
contributed by him; or, when starting the business, they may have entered upon 
an agreement to some such effect as — 'A shall be the predominant partner and shall 
receive half of the profits and the other half shall be divided equally between B and 
O', and so forth — {Mitd/esard). 

4 
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Some people hold that this nilo applies also to the case where 
the commo^ty concerned belongs to a single person (and it has been saved 
by an ontsider). — That cannot be right; because the texts occur under the 
context of ‘Joint Concerns’. — Satnakara* * * § and others also hold this same 
opinion. 

These partners in a Joint Concern should carry on the business without 
deception to one another; as says Vydsa — 

[199] ‘ Tiiey should carry on sales and purchases after due consideration 
of the nature of the merchandise, — either in the presence or in the 
absence of one another, without any deception.’ 

And Brhaspali — 

[200] ‘When any one among the partners has been found to have practised 
deceit in buying and selling, he should have to clear himself by means 
of oaths. — This is the rule that should be followed in all disputes.’ 

‘Oaths' have been mentioned only by way of illustration; what are 
meant are ‘ proofa ’ of various kinds ; as it is pos-sible for buyers and purchasers, 
to Itave witnesses also. 

That such a deceiver should suffer loss also has been thus declared by 
Ydjnavalkya (2.26.5) — ■ 

[201] ‘If any one of them is found to be crooked.]" they should ttun him 
out, depriving him of any profits that he may have earned. — If any of 
the partners is honestly unable to do his share of the work in the Concern, 

' he should have it done by some one else (as his substitute). This same 
rule applies to the case of Priests, Cultivators and Artisans.’ 

W'hat is meant is — (a) that the dishonest member they shall turn out 
after ha"vLng paid him his share of the capital f ; — (6) that, in case the man 
is not dishonest, but is honestly unable to do his share of the work of looking 
after the property, or in other l^ds of work in the Ci5ncem,§ — then he should 
employ another person (on his behalf) who would be able to do his share of 
that work. 

If a partner, who was capable of looking after the business, happen to 
die, — ^what is to be done is thus asserted by Ndrada (3.7) — 

[202] ‘If any one of the partners happen to die, his heir shall receive his 
share ; if he has no heir, it may go to some one else who may be able to 
do the dead man’s work|| ; — or to all the partners.’ 

On the death of an efficient partner, his heir should look after the 
commodity and obtain the tenth part of it; if no heir is there, it shall go 
to some one else who may be able to look after the dead man’s share of 
the work; and in the absence of any single person capable of taking on the 
dead man's work, all the partners shall jointly look after the business and 
take the tenth part of it.|! 


* Vide Vivadaratndkara (p. lit), where, however, there is a misprint. 

t That is, secretly carrying on bxisiness on his own individual account — says 
Apardrka. 

I So also Vivddaratndkara (p. 115). 

§ iSuoh as looking after the stores, examining the account and so forth — .says 
Mitdksard. 

II The Vivddaratndkara (p. 115) puts this more clearly: — ^Among the co-sharers, 
if any one becomes incapacitated (it reads 'vyasanam' in place of ‘ maranam' , death), 
his heir should look after the business (in his place) and take the tenth share 
due to him ; — if there is no heir, then any one from among the partners, who may be 

4B 
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What should be done in the case of the death of the owner of the entire 
commodity is thus declared by Na/rada (3.16) — 

[203] ‘If a trader travelling away from his country should happen to die, 
the King should keep his commodity in safe custody, till liis heirs turn up.’ 

So also Brhaspati (4.11) — 

[204] ‘If a trader happen to die by accident, his goods should be shown 
by the King’s officers appointed (for such purposes)’ ; 

that is, they should be shown to the King ; — 

[205] ‘ When any one comes forward claiming to be the man’s heir, he 
should establish his claim by the evidence of other people; then 
he becomes entitled to receive the goods’ — (Brhaspati 14.12). 

Ndrada (3.17) — 

[206] ‘If there are no heirs, the King shall deliver the goods to his relatives 
(Bandhua) and Kinsmen (Jndtis); on faUuro of those, the King shall 
keep the goods in safe custody for a period of ten years.’ * 

Some one has held that all this is meant for the case of the death of a 
single trader (not to a partner of a Joint Concern). f 
Says Brhaspati (14.13) — 

[207] ‘Out of the goods, the King shall take the sixth or the ninth or the 
tenth ]: part, if they belong to the Sh-udra, the Vaishya or the Ksattriya 
(respectively); from the Bfohmarfa, he shall take the twentieth part.’ 

[208] ‘After the lapse of three years, § if no claimant to the property turns 
up, the King shall take it to himself; the property of the Brdhmar^a, 
however, shall go to the BrShmanas' — (Bfhaspati 14.14). 

Baudhdyana — 

[209] ‘ The property belonging to a non-Brahmana, who is lost, — the King 
shall keep for a year and then take to himself.’ 

There are thus two alternative periods for retaining the goods in custody 
(three years laid dow^n by Brhaspati and one year laid down by Bavdhdyana); 
such diversity is due to the greater or less distance of the places from where 


capable of doing his own share of the work and also that of the dead man, shall 
do aU that work and obtain the tenth share (belonging to the dead partner) ; — if 
all the partners are equally capable of taking on themselves the additional work 
of the dead partner, then they shall jointly do that additional work and obtain 
his tenth share. 

The printed edition is defective; after ' tadabhdve' , there shoffid be the words 
‘ anyastadvad rahsitd tadabhdve’, as foxmd in Ma and Mb. 

♦ The first ciaim is that of the Bandhua (relatives on the mother’s side, according 
to Mitdkaard; wife, daughter and other relations, according to Apararha)', — after 
them, come the Jndtia (Sapindas or relations on the father’s side, according to 
Miidkaard; Samdnodakaa, according to Apardrtca). — la the absence of Bandhua 
and Jndtis, the property should go to the maternal uncle and such others, — -says 
Hdldyudha, according to whom ’Bandhu’ and ’Jhdti’ stand for near relations except 
the direct heirs — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 110). 

f This note is not fomid in Ma and Mb. 

t Vivddaratndkara (p. 116) reads 'duddasham', ’twelfth’ here. So also Jolly. 

§The printed text reads 'abda’ which is wrong; the right reading 'tryabdam' 
is supplied by the MSS. 



52 


VIVADACHIJITlMANI 


the claimants might be expected to arrive, which would determine also the 
time likely to be taken. 

Says Narada (3.18) — 

[210] ‘When the owner of the property is not there, nor is there liis heir, 
the King shall keep it for ten years * in safe custody and then take it 
to himself ; in this there is no wrong done.’ 

[211] ‘ When an officiating Priest has become disabled, another Priest shall 
do his work and receive from him that portion of the Fee which may be 
commensm'ate with the work done by him’ — [Narada 3.8). 

As a general rule Brhaspati (14.15) has the following — 

[212] ‘From among persons engaged in a Joint Concern, if some one becomes 
disabled, his share of the work shall be done by a kinsman of his, or 
by all his associates.’ 

Yajnavalkya (2.65) — 

[213] ‘If any one of them is found to be crooked, they should turn him out, 
depriving him of any profits that he may have earned. — If any of the 
partners is honestly unable to do his share of the work in the Concern, 
he should have it done by some one else. — This same rule applies to 
the case of Priests, Cultivators and Artisans.’ 

[This is the same as Test No. 201 above, quoted again, in reference to 
the work of the Priests, etc.] 

What is meant is that these (Priests, etc.) also should carry on their 
business as ‘ Joint Concerns ’. So that — 

[214] ‘If a Priest appointed to officiate at a sacrifice abandons his work, 
his associates shall pay him only such part of the Sacrificial Pee as may 
be commensurate with the work actually done by him ’ — [Manu 8.206). 

That is, if any one of the Priests happen to abandon his wrork in course 
of the performance, — on account of illness or such causes, — only that portion 
of the Sacrificial Fee is to be given to Ifim as may be in proportion to the 
part of the work that he might have accomplished before leaving. 

Similarly — 

[215] ‘If a Priest abandons the work after the Fees have been given, he 
shall receive his full share of it, but the work left unfinished, he should 
get done by some one else ’ — (Manu 8.207). 

The time for the giving of the Sacrificial Pees has been prescribed as 
that of the ‘Midday Extraction’ and the Uke; if the Fees have been given 
away at the prescribed time, and then a certain Priest, on account of illness 
and such other causes, retires and gives up) the work, he obtains his full 
share of the Fee; but the remaining part of his work he should get done by 
his son or other relatives. 

Again — 

[216] ‘Among the Priests, the principal men shall receive half of the whole 
(Fee); those belonging to the second grade shall receive half of that; 


* The note that Vivddachintdmani has on Text 209 above , — Vivddaratndkara 
has got on this text; so that the alternative often years’ also becomes included 
under the piuview of that note. 
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those of the third grade shall receive the third part; and those of the 
fourth grade shall receive the fourth part ’ — (Manu 8.210). 

In connection vdth the Jyoti^toma, we read ‘He initiates them vith a 
hundred’ ; which means that a hundred cows are the Sacrificial Fee prescribed 
for that sacrifice. — Now the question arises — ^Which Priest should receive 
how many cows ? The answer is as follows: — (a) The ‘principal’ ones among 
the Priests — i.e. the Hotr, the Adhvaryu, the Udgatr and the Brahman — 
shall receive 'half of the Bee’; which, in view of the subsequent allotments, 
has been computed to be two less than the exact half; hence the said four 
Priests are to receive forty-eight cows. — The Priests of the second grade — i.e. 
the Maitrdvaruna, the Prastotr, the Brdhmandchashosin and the Pratiprasthatr, 
— are to receive the half of what is given to the principal Priests; that is, 
they get twenty-four cows. — ^The Priests of the third grade, — ^i.e. the Achchhd- 
vaka, the Neslr, the Agnidhra and the Pratihartr — are to receive the third 
part of what is given to those of the first grade; so that these get sixteen 
cows. — Those of the fourth grade — i.e. the Grdvastut, the Netr. the Potr and 
the Subrahmanya — ^receive a quarter of what is given to the principal ones; 
so that these get twelve cows. 

These four classes of Priests have been clearly mentioned in the Shruti- 
text — ''Adhvaryurgrhapatim, etc. etc.'. 

Further, Manu (8.208) raises the question — 

[217] ‘ Where particular Fees have been prescribed for particular parts of the 
sacrifice, will the Fee specifically prescribed for that part be taken by 
that Priest ? Or shall it be received by all ?’ 

There are certain Fees specifically prescribed in connqition with particular 
Priests; for example, in connection with the Abhisdchaniya Hite, it is laid 
down that ‘one should give two golden lamp-posts to the Adhvaryu'. In 
connection with these special Fees, the question arises — Should these Fees be 
taken up by the particular Priests in connection with whose name they have 
been prescribed ? Or are such particular Priests to be merely the channel 
for the gift, which is to be distributed among all ? 

The answer to this question has been provided by Afonw himself (8.208) — 

[218] ‘At the Fire -installation, the Adhvaryu receives the chariot, and the 
Brahman the horse; and the Hotr receives the horse and the Udgatr 
the cart, at the Purchase (of Soma).' 

Among persons belonging to a particular Vedic recension, at the Fire- 
installation, the Adhvaryu Priest receives the chariot; the Brahman Priest 
receives the swift horse; and the Hotr Priest receives the horse; and the 
Udgatr Priest receives the cart at the rite of the Soma -purchase. — Hence 
the conclusion is that the special Fee should be taken bj the particular Priest 
for whom it is prescribed, not bj' any other Priest, 

Saj' Shahkha-Likhita — 

[219] ‘After one Priest has been appointed, one may appoint another; 
the Fee belongs to the former alone: the one appointed later obtains 
something; if any Priest should go abroad, one should wait for him for 
some time till the time stipulated by him; and he should not carry on 
the performance during the interval; but if the Sacrificer is eager to 
finish the sacrifice, he may do so; and the Priest, on returning from 
abroad, should get something; in case he goes abroad even when for- 
bidden, at the approach of the Extraction, — he should be fined a luuidred ; 
— or if the Priest be defective, then liis Family-Preceptor who had 
initiated him should be fined. Similarly, if a Priest who is suffering from 
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a disease or is an outcast, or intoxicated, or defective or ruined, should 
happen to be appointed, through mistake, — ^when he is found out, the 
Sacrificer should propitiate the other Priests and having satisfied them, 
[with their consent, he should appoint another]. From among the 
Priests, if any one should abandon the Sacrificer who is not an outcast, 
he should be fined two hundred. The Sacrificer also should be fined the 
same amount, if he abandons a Priest who is not an outcast. He may 
freely dismiss a Priest who is an outcast or ignorant of the Veda; the 
Priest also may abandon a Sacrificer who is accused of a grave sin and 
is not generous.’ 

The meaning of this text is as follows: — (a) ‘Atha, etc .' — Among the 
Priests, when one has been appointed and has gone off, then alone should 
another be appointed ; but the Fee shall be payable to the former ; the latter 
is to receive something commensurate with the actual work done by him. — 
(6) ‘ Pravaset', etc. — ^If a Priest, on aecoimt of some business of his own, happen 
to go abroad, the Sacrificer should wait for him during that time ; but if he 
fears a dereliction of duty on his own part, the Sacrificer may have the 
sacrifice finished with the help of another Priest; the Fee also is to be given 
to this other Priest ; the former Priest, on return, may be given sometliing. — 
(o) 'Atha diet, etc.' — ^Even when forbidden by the Sacrificer, if the Priest 
should go abroad at his own pleasure, then he should be fined 100 Panas. — 
(d) ‘Sa era. etc.' — ^If the Priest is at fault, then the person who had initiated 
him should be fined one hundred. — (e) 'Svam, etc.' — ^If a Priest who is 
diseased, etc. has, through ignorance, been appointed, — ^when his defect is 
found out, — the S||priflcer should propitiate and satisfy the other Priests, 
and then, with their consent, should appoint another Priest. — (/) 'Kamat, etc,' 
— ^If the Priest abandons a Sacrificer who does not deserve- to be abandoned, 
— and if the Sacrificer dismisses a faultless Priest, — each of these should be 
fined 200 Panas; but there is nothing wrong in abandoning or dismissing 
a person found to bo defective. 

Says Manu (8.388) — 

[220] ‘If a Sacrificer forsakes an Officiating Priest. — and if an Officiating 
Priest forsakes a Sacrificer; — each being capable of doing his work, 
and free from disqualifications, — ^their punishment shall be 100 each.’ * 

In view of this the fine of 200 prescribed in the foregoing text should 
be understood to be meant for the case where the forsaking is wanton (without 
any reason), or where the offender is very wealthy. 

Says Ndrada — 

[221] ‘There are tliree kinds of Priests — (1) Hereditary, (2) Self-chosen, 
and (3) One who officiates, by chance, of his own accord, through 
friendsliip ’ — (3.10). 

[222] ‘Wliere an officiating Priest forsakes a Sacrificer who is faultless and 
has done no wuong, — or where a Sacrificer dismisses a fatdtless Priest, 
— they should both be punished ’ — (3.9). 

[223] ‘This rule applies to hereditary and to self-chosen Priests; there is 
nothing wrong in dismis,sing an accidental Priest ’ — (3.11). 

' Samyojya' is the Priest employed. 


* The Arthashdstra (3.16) prescribes the fine as 260 Panas. 
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Brhaspati — 

[224] ‘It is according to iocal custom that the loan and its recovery should 
be regulated. — ^That which has been lent by several peisons jointly 
should be demanded also jointly. If any of the Creditors does not 
demand the debt, he loses the interest on it. — ^The Law of Debts has been 
given in detail before and is stated here only briefly. — ^Listen now to the 
rules relating to disputes among cultivators and others.- — Tillage should 
be undertaken by a sensible man jointly with such men a« are his 
equal in point of the possession of cattle, labourers, seeds and the Uke, 
as also the implements of hmbandry — (14.18-21). — ^When, by the 
deficiency of one partner in regard to cattle and seeds, the cultivation 
of the field suffers loss, that loss should be made good by that partner, 
to all the cultivators.’ 

That is, when there has been loss due to the defective implements supplied 
by any one partner, that loss should be borne by that same partner. 

Again — 

[225] ‘One who works up gold and base-metals, and yarns, wood, stone 
or leather, and is well-versed in the art is called an Artisan by the wise ’ — 
{Brhaspati 14.27). 

[226] ‘When these, goldsmiths and others, carry on their work jointly, they 
should receive their wages in accordance with the work done by each, 
ill due proportion.’ 

‘Nirveska' is wages. 

In regard to this same matter, K&tyayana lays down some special 
rules — 

[227] ‘Among Artisans, there are four grades — (1) the man under training, 
(2) the trained man, (3) the expert, and (4) the master-artisan; these 
shall receive one, two, three and four parts respectively (of the proceeds 
of their joint work).’ 

This division is due to the relative superiority of the knowledge possessed 
by each. 

Again Brhaspati (14.29)— 

[228] ‘Among a number of men working jointly over building a house, or 
temple, or digging a tank, or over making articles of leather, — the chief 
man is entitled to a double share * (of the profits).’ 

[229] ‘ The same rule has been declared by men learned in the Law to be 
applicable to dancers also. One who knows the keeping of Time receives 
a share and a half, while the singers receive equal shares ’ — (14.30). 

'Adhyardhd' — is a share with a half-share added to it-, this is what is 
received by the man versed in the art of keeping Time. 

[230] ‘When anything has been brought from another country, by thieves, 
under the orders of their leader, — they shall make over a sixth part of 
it to the King and divide the remainder among themselves, according 

♦The right reading is 'dvyamsha' which is found in both MSS.; as also in 
Smrtichandrika, and by JoUy. Tlie printed rending 'ardkamsha', ‘half-share’, has 
not been adopted in the translation. 



56 


VryADACHISTlMANI 


to their due sharefs; the leader shall receive four sliaree, the bravest shall 
receive three slmres, the most efficient shall receive two shares, and 
all the rest shall receive equal shares ’ — {Brhaspad ld.31-32). — 

‘Mukhya' is the leader, who exerts his mind and body;— 
the most brave or audacious ;-“‘iS'ajnart/(a’, most powerful. 

Says Katydyana — 

[231] ‘ When something has been brought from another kingdom by thieves 
under the orders of their leader. — ^they shall set apart the tenth part 
of it for the King and divide the rest among themselves according to 
rule.’ 

Ill cases where the property has to be shown to the King, the si.v/k 
part shall be given to him; where, however, there is sufficient intimation 
by the leader and the whole of the propert}' is not presented before the 
I^g, only the tenth part shall be given to him. 

Similarly — 

[232] ' Wlien tliese men are actively engaged in their work, if some one 
is caught, — wliatever is spent over having him set free should be equally 
divided among all.’ 

That is to say, whatever money is required for his acquittal should be 
given coUeotively by all associates. 

Again — 

[233] 'Among Tradesmen, Cultivators, Thieve.s and .Artisans, — to the case 
of all these, where the e.xaot nature of the work done by each camiot be 
always determined, — the same rules are appUoable.’ 



CHAPTER V 


Resumption of Gifts 

Says Narada — 

[234] ‘Having made an improper gift, if one wishes to resume it, it is 
called Remmption of Gift, which has been declared to be a Head of 
Dispute ’ — ( 4.1). 

[235] ‘(1) What may be given, (2) what should not be given, (3) what 
has been (rightly) given (Valid Oift), (4) what has not been (rightly) 
given (Invalid Gift); these are the four points on which judicial proceedings 
proceed in regard to Gifts’ — (4.2). 

[236] 'What should not ha given is of eight kinds; — what may he given is of 
one kind; — lohat has been rightly given is of seven kinds ;~and what has 
not been rightly given is of sixteen kinds’ — (4.3). 

The ‘impropriety’ of the gift (mentioned in Text 234 above) may be 
due either (o) to the giving of what should not be given, or (6) to giving it 
in an improper manner, or (c) to mistakes having been mode regarding the 
recipient of the gift, or (d) to the absence of the consent of the Father and 
others, or (e) to the giver himself being too old or suffering from such dis- 
abilities. 

As regards what should not he given, says Brhaspati (15.2) — 

[237] 'What should not be given has been declared to be of eight kinds: 
(1) Common Property, (2) Son, (3) Wife, (4) Pledge, (5) Entire Property, 
(6) Deposit, (7) What has been borrowed for a special occasion, and 
(8) What has been promised to another person.’ 

'Sdmdnya’, ‘common property’, is what belongs to several persons, 
of wliieh there are several owners. 

*HeTe as regards the Common Properly, the Son and the Wife, the gift 
becomes invalidated, because the donor has no self-sufficient ownership 
over them; and this insufficiency of ownership is due — (1) to common equity, 
as regarrls Common Property, — (2) to direct declarations as regards unwilling 
Son and Wife (see Text No. 239 below); — (3) to direct declaration, as 
regards the Entire Property, of the man with offsprings,— also as regards the 
giving of w'hat has been promised (see Text 238 below) f; — (4) to the fact 


* The printed text has omitted the following words after 'alra': — 'sdmdmja- 
putraddresvasvatantrydd ddnasiddhih , asvdiantryaneha', — which are foimd in the 
mamrscripts. 

f ‘Common Properly’ — according to Smrtichandrild (p. 442) this term stands 
for Public Property, such as roads, pathways, etc. — But Vivadaratndkara (p. 126) 
takes it as what belongs to more than one owner, i.e. Joint Property. — •‘ What has been 
promised' — though mere promise is not enough to transfer the ownership, yet what 
has been promised to one should not be given to another, — says SmrtichandrikS. 
p. 442. — ‘Entire Property’ — the prohibition of the giving away of one's Entire 
Property refers to the person who has Sons and Grandsons living jointly with him; 
it is not applicable to a man who, either lias no ofTsjirings, or has already made 
over to his offsprings their share of the inheritance ; such a person can give away his 
Entire Property — {Smrtichandrikd] — (see notes on Text 175). — Mitdksara (p. 611) 
makes it clear that for making gifts out of the ancestral property, only the consent 
of the Sons is needed. 
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of the donor having no ownership over the Deposit and the Borrowed Article. 
As regards all tlie four — Son, Wife, Entire Property and What has been 
promised,-— uvea though the donor has ownership over them, yet the gift 
becomes invalidated on account of the texts directly forbidding such gift. 

In the opinion of the Smrtisdra however, in the case of the Entire Pro- 
perty, the gift certainly remains valid because it has been made by the 
rightful owner ; all that happens (in view of the prohibitive texts) is that 
the donor incurs the sin of doing something that has been forbidden. 

And Ndrada (4.4-5) — 

[238] ‘A BaUment for Delivery, an article borrowed for a special occasion, 
a Pledge, Common Property, Deposit, Son and Wife and the Entire 
Property when there is progeny, — and also what has been promised to 
another, — these the Teachers have declared to be what should not 
be given away, even under distressful circumstances.’ 

‘Son and Wife’ being expressed by a compoimd word are counted as one; 
hence the total number of ‘what should not be given’ (though actually nine, 
as enumerated here) may be regarded as eight only. 

What is meant is that even in abnormal times of distress, (1) the Son, 
(2) the Wife, and (3) the Entire Property should not be given away, — 
without the consent of (1) the Son, (21 the Wife, and (3) the I?rogeny.* 

That the said three may be given away with the consent of the said 
three has been thus declared by Katydyana — 

[239] ‘ The Son and the Wife, — ^if they are unwilling— should not be sold or 

given away; so also the Entire Properly, these the man shall retain with 
himself.’ ' 


* The printed text omits the necessary word ‘vimatau’ after ‘nvaydnam' •, it is 
supplied by the MSS. — ^What is meant is that— (1) The Son should not be given 
away without the consent of the Son, (2) the Wife should not be given away without 
the consent of the Wife, and (3) the Entire Property ahould not be given away without 
the consent of the offsprings (Sons and Grandsons). That such is the meaning is 
clear from what Vachaspati's notes on the next Text No. 239. 

According to Smrtichandrikd (p. 443) what is meant by the assertion that 
‘ the Deposit should not be given ’ is that it should not be given except as a Deposit ; 
as declared by Brhaspati (5.5) — ^‘Wliat is held as a Pledge or Deposit can be given 
away only as a Pledge or Deposit ’. It also adds that the prohibition regarding the 
Son refers to cases where there is only one Son. 

The sole diiRoulty in this interpretation that is presented is the reading of 
the printed text and some MSS. — 'putraddrddyanvaydndm' which lends itself to the 
interpretation that what is required is the consent ‘of the anvaya consisting of the 
Son, the Wife and the rest’. — But that this cannot be what is meant is clear, — ^not 
only for the reasons given above, — ^but also from the fact that Vivddachintdmani 
itself speaks later on of the ‘ consent of these three ’ which could not be right if ‘ anvaya 
consisting of Son and Wife, etc.’ were meant; as under that explanation there 
would be only one factor — -‘the anvaya, consisting of Son, Wife, etc.’ — ^whose consent 
would be needed — not three. The right reading therefore must be ' putraddrdnvayd- 
ndm' as found in some palm -leaf manuscripts. 

The whole matter is clinched by the following note from Vivddaralnakara 
(pp. 128-129) — (1) What is forbidden in one text (240) is the giving away of the 
Son and the Wife, even in times of distress; (2) so also is forbidden the giving away, 
even in times of distress, of the Entire Property, if there is Anvaya (Progeny) ; 
(3) while the other text (239) asserts is that in times of distress the Son and the Wife 
may be given away after obtaining the consent of these two, — and the Entire Pro- 
perty may be given away after obtaining the consent of the Anvaya (Progeny); 
and that there should be no giving away of the unwilling Son and Wife, — nor of the 
Entire Property, without the consent of the Anvaya (Progeny, Sons and Grandsons). 
Hence there is no inconsistency between these two texts (238 and 239). 
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[240] ' In times of distress liowever, the sale or gift of these may be effected; 
not othenvise (in noimal times).’ 

That is, in the event of the said tliree (Son, Wife and Progeny) not 
consenting to the sale or gift, — ^they should be retained by the owner for 
his own purposes; and when their consent has been secured, then they can 
be given away. 

Some people have held the view that the Entire Property should not 
be given away even on the consent of the Progeny (Sons and Grandsons); 
as the givTug away of this has been forbidden on the ground of the mere 
presence of the ‘Progeny’ [and they would be there, even when giving their 
consent]. 

As regards the consent of the Son (to being given away or .sold), Vashistha 
says — 

[241] ‘ The human being, produced out of the semen and ovule, owes his 
existence to the Mother and Father; liis Mother and Father are the sole 
masters regarding his being given away, sold or abandoned.’ 

In this same connection, with reference to an only Son, the same sage 
says — 

[242] ‘One should not give away, or receive in gift, an only Son; as he 
.serves tlie piupose of iserpetuating the race of the forefathers. — ^Tlie 
woman .shall not give away, or receive in gift, a Son, except with her 
husband’s permission.’ 

That is, an only Son should never be given away, even though he be 
willing to be given away; such is the implication of the ratiocinative words 
‘as he serves the purpose of perpetuating the race, etc. etc.’ * Even ivith 
the husband’s permission, the woman is not entitled to receive the gift of 
[i.e. adopt] a son; because she is precluded from performing the Vydhrti- 
homa, which form.s an integral part in the rites accompanying the giving 
and receiving of Sons. — Such is the upshot of the whole text of Vashistha. 

The following miglit he luged — -“The text has made the statement 
‘except with the husband’s permission’, without any other qualification; 
which means that when the hrusband’s permission has been obtained, the 
woman becomes entitled to receive the Son just in the same way as to give 
liim away; and on the basis of this it may he presumed that she is entitled 
also to the use of the (Vedic) learning necessary for the performance that 
forms an integral part of the ceremonies relating to the .said giving and 
receiving ’’. 

True; the woman is so entitled, but only when accompanying her 
husband, — ^as in the case of .sacrifices; and .she is not entitled, alone by herself, 
to it; otherwise the injcmction would be dependent upon the rejection (of 
the text forbidding Vedic study by women). 

What rruty he given has been tlm-s described bv Brhaspati (15.3) — 

4 . 

[243] ‘What is in excess of the provision for the feeding and clotliing of the 
family may be given away. Otherwise the merit of the giver would 
have the effect of Poison tasting like Honey.’ 

Says Ydjhavalkya — 


* This text has been misunderstood by an eminent Indian jurist ; by which the 
Privy Council has been misled, in ruling that ‘the adoption of an only Son is not 
illegal’. All authorities on Hindu Law arc agreed that it is absolutely illegal. 
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[244] ‘Only such things may be. given away as do not injiire one’s own 
family, the Wife and the Son being always excepted; the Entire Property 
also should not be given away, if there is progeny ; nor should one give 
away what has been promised to another person.’ 

And Katydyana — 

[246] ‘Barring the dwelling-house,* * * § on^’s own Entire Property, — ^in excess 
of what is required for the maintenance of the family, — may be given 
away.’ 

That is, what is ‘in exce.ss’, and what is one’s ‘own’, should alone be 
given away; and the giving away of what is not ‘in excess’ would be sinful; 
while the giving away of what is ‘in excess’ would be meritorious. 

What the assertion — -‘otherwise, the merit of the giver, etc.’ (in Text 243) 
— means is, — -not only that ‘ on account of the man not doing what is prescribed 
no merit accrues to him’ — but that ‘by doing what is forbidden, the man 
incurs sin also’. As regards the giving itself, that remains quite valid, if 
what has been given is the giver’s ovm, property. Because the basis of 
perceptible oumership is well known, and hence it cannot be set aside; con- 
sequently, the giving becomes invalidated only when the giver had no owner- 
ship over what he has given away. 

The same rule applies to the case of Immoveable Property also, — 
according to the Smrtisdra. 

As regards the consent (of others), it is necessary only when the article 
given away is the Common Property of the persons concerned and the giver; 
not when it is not Common Property. 

Says Brhaspati — 

[246] ‘Whether ancestral or self-acquired, a dwelling-house and lands 
are declared to be what may be given away, — out of what has been 
acquired through the seven sources of property ’ — (16.4).] 

[247] ‘Self-acquired property may be given away at one’s own pleasure.] 
What is held as a Pledge can be given only as a Pledge ’ — (15.6). 

[248] ‘In the case of the marriage-gift and ancestral property, there should 
be no giving away of the whole.’ § 

‘The seven sources of property', — i.e. the seven lands of som’ce of pro- 
perty — are the following, mentioned by Manu (10.115) — ■ 


* According to Virainitrodai/a (p. 393). this exception is meant for cases where 
the man has only one house to live in. 

t The reading in the printed text and in Ma and Mb is ‘pradiyate', which has 
therefore kgen adopted in the translation. In other places this same text quoted 
contains the word ‘ prachiyate’ in place of ‘ pradiyate’ ; with that reading, the further 
qualification becomes necessary — -i.e. ‘what is in excess’. 

This rulo applies to Immoveable Property — according to Viramitrodaya (p. 394). 

X'At one’s pleasure’ — even without the consent of Brothers and others — says 
Viramitrodaya (p. 395). 

§ ‘Marriage-gift’ includes also ‘what has been acquired by valour’. What is 
meant by the prohibition herein contained is that the Entire Property cannot be 
given away without the consent of the Progeny; but with their consent, it could 
be given away — (Vivadaratndkara, p. 130). 

What has been obtained at marriage shall not be given away without the Wife’s 
consent; and no Ancestral Property shall be given away without the consent of the 
Son — [Apararha, p. 780). 



KESTOIPTIOH OF GIFTS 


61 


{249] ‘There are seven !a^^-ful sources of property — (1) Inheritance, (2) Acqui- 
sition, (3) Purchase, (4) Conquest, (5) Investment, (6) Industrj^ and 
(7) Receiving of Proper Gifts.’ 

Of these (1) 'Ddya\ ‘Inheritance’, is what comes to one from his 
ancestors; — (2) ‘Ldbha’, ‘Acquisition’, is in the form of obtaining buried 
treasure and such things *; — (4) ‘Jaya’, Conquest’, through war; — 
(5) ‘Prayogct’, ‘Investment’, is lending money on interest;— (6) ‘Karmayoga’, 
‘Industry’, is agriculture, trade and the like.f — AH this has been mentioned 
only by way of illustration; as a matter of fact, anything that one has, in 
any way, made absolutely his own, may be given at his own pleasure ; while 
what has been acquired in common with others may be given only on their 
consent; so also that Ancestral Property which is undivided. 

[Says Brhaspati 16.6]— 

[250] ‘When (a) a Ilarriage-gift, (6) an Ancestral Property, (c) what has 
been won by valour is given away with the consent — (a) of the Wife, 
(6) of Kinsmen, and (c) of the Master, — then the gift acquires validity.’ 

^ Sanddyika' here stands for that part of the Marriage-gift (Dowry) 
which has been given for the use of the Bride; when such a property is given 
away by the Husband, it needs the consent of the Wife; as then alone would 
the demands of equity be satisfied. No such consent can be needed in the 
ca.se of such parts of the Dowry as have been given for the use of the man 
himself — such as Dresses and the like. If the text meant the necessity of 
consent in such cases also, it would be one laying down things for a trans- 
cendental purpose (common equity not demanding any such consent). — 
In the case of Ancestral Property — ^moveable as well as immoveable — which 
is undivided, — there would be need for the consent of the other coparceners. 
— Similarly in regard to what has been acquired by valour, — i.e. conveyances 
and other belongings of the enemy, which have been won as war-prize, — the 
consent of one’s master is necessary for making a gift of it. Because it has 
been declared that all such prizes of war should go to the victorious King. 
But this does not apply to the case of Dresses and such belongings of the 
vanquished enemy; because these things have been declared to belong to the 
victorious individual himself. 

Others have cited the following example — The defeated King had given 
horses and other things to his followers, — these things have been conquered 
by the army of the victorious King, — thereafter if the t-ictorions King is giving 
away any of those thhigs, it is necessary to .secure the consent of the defeated 
King. I 

[Reverting to Text No. 247] — ‘ What is held ris a Pledge can be given only 
as a Pledge', — that L«, a Pledge can be made over to the ownership of another 
person in the same character as it has been under the donor’s own ownership. 
What is meant, therefore, is as follow-: — A piledged property can bo given 
away only in this form — ‘I am holding thi-. property' only as a Pledge, — I 


* In addition to this Medhdtithi suggests two other exj^lanations of ‘Ldbha’ 
— (1) What has been inherited in common with other pei sons, and (2) Gifts from 
friends and from the father-in-law. — ‘Jaya’ is •winning oj law-suits, according to 
Nandana, who also explains ’ Prayoga’ as Toaching, and ’Karmayoga’ as Sacrificing 
for others. 

t Of the seven Sources of Property’, — Inheritance, Acquisition, Purchase are 
‘lawful’ for all men ; Conquest is lawfulfor the Kgaltriya only ; Investment and Industry 
are lawful for the Vaishya only; and the Acceptance of Proper Gifts i.s lawlul for the 
Brdhmana only — says Pardsharamddhava {Achdra, p. 369). 

J The printed text contains here a passage aftor ‘ili’, beginning with ‘nydya- 
nviUd’ and ending with 'hrhaspatih'. Those six lino.*, are not found in the MSS.; 
nor do they fit in with the context, — .treating ns it does oi an entirely diiloront 
subject. It has therefore been omitted in the translation. 
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am giving it to you, — ^j'ou also keep it as a Pledge and restore it to the owner 
on reahsing from him the amount due on the Pledge’. 

[In regard to ‘Ancestral ProxJerty’ mentioned in Text No. 260], there is 
the following text — 

[261] ‘Divided or undivided, all coparceners are equally entitled to the 
Immoveable Property; no single coparcener has the power to give away, 
pledge or sell it.’ 

What this means is that even in a case where the coparceners have 
been divided, — so long as thefr respective shares have not been allocated and 
assigned, — the property remains ‘common’ among them, and as such it 
continues to be ‘Joint Property’; and hence no one has the power of giving, 
pledging and selling it. 'VV^en, however, all the various article.s constituting 
the Joint Property have been severally allocated and assigned to the individual 
coparceners, — each of them becomes the sole owner of liis own share; and 
in regard to this, the transaction of his giving, pledging and selling of such 
share is perfectly valid. 

Some people have taken the general term ‘dayada' ‘coparcener’, as 
standing primarily for the Son, and they explain the meaning to be that — 
so long as the Father is present, the Son, even though separated from him, 
has no power to dispose of the Imrtwveable Property, hence what the Son can 
give away is only what ha has obtained through the seven ‘Somrces of 
Property’, Acceptance of Gift and the like.’*' 

Wliat has been given away by a person who is the sole owner of the 
property, — can never be invalidated. 

In ooimection with the afore -mentioned text (of Ydjnavalhya, No. 244 
above) — says Hdrlta — 

[252] ‘By not giving what one has promised, — as also by taking away what 
has been given,— one goes to various hells and is also born as a lower 
anim al. — ^What has been promised in word, but not fulfilled in action, 
constitutes a moral debt, in this world and in the next.’ 

And Kdtydyana — 

[263] “When one, of his own accord, has promised a gift to a Brdhmana , — 
if he does not give it, he should be made to give it, just like a debt due, 
and should also undergo the Lowest Amercement.’ 

And the Matsya-purana — 

[254] ‘If one does not give what he has promised, the King should fine 
him one Suvanm.’ 


* According to Srnrlichandrikd (p. 447) this Text No. 251 refers to Immoveable 
Properly ; the sense being that — -when even divided coparceners have equal claims 
what to say of those who are not divided?’ — Vivddaratndkara (p. 131) remarks 
as follows: — Someone has asserted that this text is meant to apply only to undivided 
Immoveable Property. This, however, is not right. Because when the text uses 
the term ‘divided’, it cannot be taken as excluding the ‘Immoveable Property’ 
mentioned herein; because as regards moveable articles belonging to several persons, 
the incapacity of any one of them disposing of them has been already declared by 
Brhaapati in another text (No. 237 above), where ‘Common Property’ has been 
mentioned. — -Another writer has held the view that under Text No. 246 above, 
what is meant by the term ‘vivakmtam’ is that the consent of coparceners should 
be secured; and that the Text No. 247 applies to property other than immoveable. 
— This is not right; because the term ’’vivaksitam' cannot, in any way, indicate the 
necessity of securing the consent of other persons; because there is no reason for 
curtailing the scope of the text, — and because such an interpretation is against all 
usage. 
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An exception to this is laid down in Oautama * — 

[256] ‘ Even when one has promised a gift, one should not give it if the 
person is one beset with unrighteousness.’ 

The ‘Unrighteousness’ meant here is such as disqualides the man from 
being a proper ‘recipient’ of gifts. 

As regards ‘Valid Gift’ (what has lieen rightly given) [the third factor 
of the Chapter, enumerated under Text 235 above] — says Brhaspati (15.8) — 

[256] ‘(1) Wages for work done, (2) Reward for satisfaction, (3) Price of 
commodity purchased, (4) Nuptial Fee, (5) Wliat is given to a benefactor, 
(6) What is gWen through respect, (7) Wliat is given through kindness, 
and (8) What is given through affection; these are the eight forms of 
Valid Gift.' 

(1) ‘Bhrti\ Wages; — (2) ‘Reward for satisfaction’ — given to Actors 
and others: — (3) ‘Price of commodity purchased’ — paid to the Vendor; 
(4) Nuptial Fee — the fee for marriage, paid to the person who gives away the 
girl in marriage; — (5) ‘ What is given to a benefactor’ — in gratitude, by way 
of recompense ; (6) ‘Wliat is given through respect’ — to deserving recipients ; 
— (7) ‘What is given through kindness ’ — to the Son and others: — (8) ‘What 
is given tlirough affection’ — to Friends and others. f 

If ‘what is given through affection’ is included in one of the preceding 
ones, then the number of Valid Gifts is seven only. 


As regards the Invalid Gift (what is not rightly given), says Narada 

(9.11)— 

[257] ' The following gifts are Invalid: — (1) given under the influence of 
fear, (2) anger, (3) lust, (4) grief; (6) given by one suffering from 
disease; (5) given as bribe, (7) or in jest, (8) or by mistake, (9) or by 
fraud; (10) given by a minor, (II) or an idiot, (12) or one who is not 
his own master, (13) or one in distress, (14) or intoxicated, (16) or 
insane, (16) or an outcast; (17) what is given in expectation of some 
work in return.’ 

J The five kinds ending with ‘suffering from di.sease’ [i.e. Fear, Anger. 

Lust, Grief and Disease] should be understood to be of such high degree 


•The Artliashdstra (3.16) has the following exceptions: — (a) The Entire 
Property, the Sou, the Wife and one’s own self, — after giving away any of these, 
if the man repent of it, the gift may be returned to him. — (6) If a reUgious gift has 
been made to an undeserving person, it may be resumed. — -(c) A friendly gift, if 
made to an evil-doer, may be resumed. 

f ‘ Reward for satisfaction’ — givmn to the coiivej^er of happy iieus — sucli as the 
birth of a son — according to Apardrka. p. 781 . — ^Striskulha ’ is explained ns ‘present 
to one’s wife’ by Apardrka (p. 781 ). — -What is given through tindaeas’— charitable 
gifts to the poor and destitute, according to hlayukho. (p. 204j: given for religious 
purposes — according to Vivddriratndkarra (p. 1.33 ). — ^Valid rightly given; hence 
never to be resumed — ^says Smrtichwidrikd (p. 449). 

I ^ Fear' — from die person to whom the gift is made, — and the other conditions 
are meant to be so violent as to upset one s mind ^(ITvaiAfcaOial'iim, p. IJlo),— - 
‘ Vyatydsa ’ is mistake, as regards the article given or the recipient ( I ivddacJdntdmom, 
and Vivddaratndknra, p. 136),— regarding the article given (ParasharamMlMva, 
p. 223), — -regarding the recipient {flayukha. p. 204). — According to Viramrfrodaya 
(p. 398 and also Mitdksard.), 'Vyatydsa' may be taken as exahange.—Frawd^.g. 
while really giving only a hundred, representing it to bo a thousand (Viramitroaaya, 
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as to deprive the man of the normal state of mind. — ‘Bribe’ — is going to be 
defined by Kdtydyana. — ‘Jest’ — ^joke. — ‘Mistalce’ — ^misconception, regarding 
the thing given or the recipient. — ‘Brarui’ — i.e. negligence and the like. — 
‘Minor’ here stands for one who is unable to discriminate Right and Wrong. 
— ‘Idiot’ — devoid of intelligence. — ‘One who is not his ovm master’- — e.g. 
the Soi:i, the Slave and such others. — ‘Distress' — ^is abnormal condition. — 
‘Intoxicated’ — through wine. — ‘Insane’ — through the disorder of Wind 
(Nervousness). — ‘Outcast’ — excommunicated by one’s relations. — ‘What is 
given in expectation of some return’ — ^i.e. given on certain condilion.s, and 
the conditions are not fulfilled *; [under all these circumstances the gift 
made is invalid]. 

Says Rdtydyana — 

[258] ‘One should resume the gift if it has been made under the influence 
of lust or anger, — or by one who is not Iris own master, or bj^ one who 
is in distress, or is imbecile, or intoxicated or insane, — or made under 
a mistake or in jest.’ 

[269] ‘If a bribe has been promised as to be paid on the accomplishment of 
some work, — that should never be given, even if that work is accom- 
plished. In case the bribe had already been given beforehand, — the 
recipient should be compelled to refund it; and he should be fined eleven 
times that amount; so have declared Gdrgeya and Odlava.’ 

But if the gift has been made by the man in distress with a religious 
motive, — that remains valid; according to the following declaration by 
Kdtydyana — 

[260] ‘When a man, either in the normal condition or in distress, has 
proclaimed a gift, with a religious motive, — if he dies without making 
that gift, his son should certainly be made to make it.’ 

The ‘Bribe’ that, by its very nature, is one that must be returned, — ^has 
been thus defined by Kdtydyana — 

[261] ‘What is obtained [a] by indicating the thief, the criminal, the 
misbehaved and the adulterer, — or (6) by exposing the man who has 
lost his character, — or (c) by instigating Ues, — is called Bribe. In 
such cases the giver is not to be prmished, it is the middle-man who is 
at fault.’ 

That is, ia) the money that is given by the leader of thieves and other 
criminals to persons for showing these latter, and (6) what is given to the 
irerson who has instigated witnesse.s and others to tell lies, — is called ‘Bribe’. 
This lias to be refunded, even when the work for which it had been given 


p. 398); or knowing that a cow is going to be given to A, B disguises himself as A 
and receives the gift {Mayukha, p. 204). — ‘Mudha’ — illiterate, ignorant of the 
Veda and of worldly experience (Viramilrodaya, p’. 398) bewildered in regard to 
the lecipient {bnirtichandrikd, p. 451); one who, by his very nature, is unable to 

discriminate between right and wrong {Vivddaratndkara, p. 135). — ‘Bala’ Minor. 

under sixteen years of age (Mitdksard, and Pardaharamddhava, p. 228)- one 
not necessarily a minor, who is unable to understand what should and what ’should 
not be donn.—^AHa , one in distress; when, for instance, a man is being carried 
away oy a swift .stream, who cries out ‘I shall give a hundred gold-pieces to anyone 
who saves me — (Asa/mya). 

* edition is wrongly punctuated. The word ‘ -padhyasiddhau ’ 

goes with the previous line, Mtnr ‘ sopddhidattam ’. The MSS. punctuate the sentence 
rightly. 
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has been accomplished . — ^ Middle-?nan ^ — ^the man who actually receives the 
bribe. 

As regards what has been given under the influence of Lust, Anger, etc., 
— this has been dealt with under the section of ‘Payment of Debts’ — (see 
Texts Nos. 99 and 101 above). 

Brhaspati (15.9) [describes the Invalid Gift thus] — 

[262] ‘l^^at Lias been given — (a) by one angry, or (6) by one overjoyed,* 
or (c) through inadvertence, or (d) by one distressed, or (e) by a 
minor, or (/) by one who is insane, or (g) terrified, or (h) intoxicated, 
or (i) too old, or (j) an outcast, or (k) an idiot, or {1) afflicted with 
grief, or (m) diseased, or (n) what is given in jest; — aU such gifts are 
invalid (void).’ 

What is meant by all this is that what has been given for religious and 
other such purposes is always valid. 

‘Too old’ — one whose bodily organs have become disabled. 

Brhaspati goes on — 

[263] ‘What has been given in expectation of some return, or what has 
been given to an unworthy recipient under the impression that he is 
worthy, or what has teen given for an immoral purpose, — all this the 
owner (donor) may resume.’ 

‘ Given in jest’ (in Text No. 262) is what is given in play. 

Similarly, in other cases also, when the gift made of a certain kind (for 
a certain purpose) does not t\rm out to be of that kind, — the donor shall 
resume it by force; as says Manu (8.212-213) — 

[264] ‘When one has given money for a pious purpose to a person asking 
for it, — ^if, subsequently, it is not trsed for that purpose, then, it should 
not be given to him. — If, through arrogance or greed, the donee should 
seek to recover the gift, he should be made by the King to pay one 
Suvarna, as an expiation for that act of theft.’ f 


* This second term as road in all the available texts (printed and MSS.) is 
‘kj-ffa’, which means ‘overjoyed’, one who has lost the balance of liis mind through 
excessive joy. The Smrtichandrikd (p. 453) reads ‘hhrasta’, ‘fallen’; but this would 
be nearly the same tks ‘outcast’. Vivddaratiiakara (p. 136) reads ‘krusta’, which 
is the form also found in a text of Gautama’s in the same connection; this is the 
form that appears to have been adopted by Jolly, who translates it as ‘one resenting 
an injury ’. This, however, would be not much different from ‘angry’. 

f Says Medhdtithi — -When the money has been already given, there can be no 
sense in saying that ‘it should not be given’; hence the words should be taken to 
mean that ‘ it shall be taken back from him ’ ; — or in the former clause itself, ‘ given ’ 
may be taken in the sense of promised-, the meaning being that ‘what has been 
promised should not be given ’. In the former case also, the gift being for a definite 
purpose is only contingent on the fulfilment of that purpose, — Whence if that purpose 
is not fulfilled, what was given should be taken back, — ‘Seek to recover it’ — by 
filing a suit before the King. — 'Act of theft’, — this might give rise to the idea that 
the man is to suffer the penalties of regular theft-, hence the text has specified the 
penalty as a fine of one Suvarna (Gold Coin) ; the meaning being that, though his 
punishment is to be only this, yet in all respects, he is to be treated as a thief. 

Vivddaratndkara (p. 137) explains the meaning to be — ‘If the man has begged 
for the money for the purpose of performing a pious act, — but having got it, he 
does not perform it, — then the gift shall be recovered from him ’. 

PJandana provides an entirely different explanation of the second text — ‘If 
the man shoifld really perform the pious act for which he had asked for the 
money, then the man who had promised to pay, but did not pay, — or having paid, 
took it back, — should be made to pay a fine of one Suvarna for not fulfilling his 
promise ’. 

5 
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'Seek to recover ',- — by asserting — ‘You gave me this; I am not going 
to give it back’, — or ‘Please pay up what you have agreed to pay’. 

Says Ndrada — 

[265] ‘He who accepts what is not rightly given (an invalid gift), and he 
who gives what should not be given (an invahd gift), — ^both of these should 
be punished by the King conversant with the Law.’ 

♦ The further imphcation of this is that m such cases the Kin g shall have the 
gift returned — {Smrtichandrika, p. 444). 


5B 




CHAPTER VI 


Law relating to Servants 
Section (A) — ^Kinbs of Servant 
S ays Brhaspati (16.1) — 

[266] ‘What should not be given and other matters have been explained: 
The Law relating to Servants is going to be expounded now. (A) This 
Head of Dispute is, at first, explained in relation to cases where service 
has been promised.’ 

Thus the first section of this Head of Dispute deals with the case where 
the Servant has agreed to serve and then refuses to serve. 

[267] ‘(B) Non-payment of Wages and (C) the consequent dispute between 
the Ovnier and Keeper (Employer and Employee) follow in due order.^ — - 
These are the three sections of the Law relating to Servants’ — (Brhaspati 
16.2). 

IVho is a ‘Servant’ and of how many kinds is thus explained by Narada 

( 6 . 2 )— 

[268] ‘The Servant has been known by the wise to be of five kinds; four 
of these are Labourers and the fifth is the Slave, ni whom there are fifteen 
Idnds.’ (Vide Text No. 285 below.) 

Four kinds of Labourers along with the Slave are ‘Servants’. 

How there are four kinds of Labourers has been thus explained by 
Narada — 

[269] ‘(1) The Pupil, (2) the .'\pprentice, (3) the Hireling, and (4) the 
Manager — these are Labourers; and (.fi) Slaves are those Born in the House 
and the rest. The characteri.stic common to all these has been declared 
to be that they are not their own master.’ 

Brhaspati (16.5) has explained the four kinds (of Servants) in the 
following manner : — 

[270] ‘Servants are of four kinds — according as they serve for knowledge, 
for skill, for lust, or for gaiif. — Knoudedge has been described as con- 
sisting of the Three Vedas — Kh, Yajus and Sdman ; — for the purpo.se 
of acquiring this knowledge, one should have recourse to the service of 
the Teacher as laid down in the Scriptures. [One who does this is the 
Pupil.] ’ 


* The first four are called ‘Labourers’. The distmction between the ‘Servant’ 
and the ‘Slave’ is thus explained in Viramitrodaya (p. 406): — When the man 
surrenders himself absolutely and entirely to the service of his Master, he is a ‘ Slave ’, 
— when he simply undertakes to serve the Master, without surrendering himself 
entirely, he is a ‘Servant’. 



68 


VIVADACHINTiMANI 


Says Ndrada (5.8) — 

[271] ‘Till he has acquired knowledge, the Pupil should serve the Teacher 
diligently; he should behave similarly towards the Teacher’s wife and 
also his son.’ 

With regard to the second kind of service (for slull) — says Brhaspati 
(16.6)— 

[272] 'Skill is described as art and craft — such as working in gold and other 
metals ; dancing and the rest ; while learning aU this, one should serve in 
the Teacher’s household.’ 

It is this land of learner seeking skill in arts and crafts whom Ndrada 
has called 'antevdsin', ‘Apprentice’, in the following text^ — 

[273] ‘If one wishes to acquire his own art or craft, he should, -with the 
sanction of life relatives, go and live with a Master; the exact period 
of apprenticeship having been previously settled ’ — [Brhaspati 5.16). 

[274] ‘ The Master should teach him in his own house and should feed him; 
he should not make him do any other work; he should treat him lilie a 
son ’ — (5.17). 

He goes on — 

[276] ‘If the Apprentice forsake the Master who is instructing him properly 
and who is faultless, he should be compelled to remain with him and 
should suffer corporeal punishment and confinement ’ — (5.18). 

[276] ‘Even if his course of instruction he completed before time, the 
Apprentice should remain with the Master tiU the expiry of the stipulated 
time. Whatever work he may do during that time, the produce thereof 
shall belong to the Master.’ 

‘ Vadha' (in Text 276, wliich literally means death) stands formers beating; 
and 'bandha' for tying up. 

'Stipulated time' — what is meant is that even on the completion of his 
course of instruction the Apprentice should fulfil the stipulation made to 
the Master at the outset to the effect that ‘I shall work for you for such 
and such a time’. — 'The produce thereof' — ^in the shape of wages and other 
thing.s earned by the Apprentice. 

Ho goes on — 

[277] ‘After having acquired his craft, in the stipulated time, the Apprentice 
should reverentially go round the Master; and having propitiated him to 
tlie best of his power and obtained his permission, he should return to 
his home ’ — (6.20). 

In reference to the third and fourth lands of ‘service’ [i.e. the Hireling 
who serve.s for the sake of Lust and Gain — mentioned in 'Text 270 above], 
says Brhaspati — 

[278] ‘[Among Hirelings] there is (a) one supported by the woman; it is he 
who marries a Slave-girl who works for her Master, — just like another 
man who works for food.' 
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[279] (6) ‘ The Hireling (working for wages) is of several kinds; so also one 
who is supported by (works for) aharituj in the produce ; he does the work 
that he has undertaken and receives the stipulated share.’ * 

For ‘bhogabhrtah’, the RatndJeara reads ‘bhagabhrtah’. 

[280] ‘One who is supported by sharing in the produce is of two lands, — 
consisting of cultivators and cattle -tenders; the former receiving a 
share of the agricultural produce, and the latter a share of the milk.’ 

The nuxp, supported by sharing also being one who works for wages (of 
some kind), — the Hireling comes to be oi four kinds (as declared in Texts 268 
and 270 above). — Ndrada has spoken of the worker for share as the third 
kind of Hireling. 

Of the Hirelings, Ndrada states another classification — 

[281] ‘ The Hireling is of three lands — (1) Highe.st, (2) Middle, and (3) Lowest. 
Their wage is fixed according to the work done, and the degree of skill 
and devotion displaj-ed. The Warrior constitutes the Highest Class; 
the Cultivator constitutes the Middle Class; and Carriers represent the 
Lowest Class; — thus the Hirehng belongs to these three kinda.’ f 

[282] * The Manager is one who has been appointed to manage the properties 
of the Master and to superiirtend his household. He is also called 
the Controller of the Household.' 

Brhaspati has included this Manager also under the class ‘Hireling’, 
while Ndrada has treated them as General and Special categories.]: 

What is the nature of the duties of these has been thus described by 
Efhaspati — 

[283] ‘ These four have been declared to be those who do high-class work’; 

'These four' — i.e. the Pupil, the Apprentice, the Hireling and the 
Manager ; — 

‘the rest, consisting of the fifteen kinds of Slaves, do work that is 
of the low liind.’ 

[284] ‘ Work is of two kinds — High and Low, the Low work has been declared 
to be the work of Slaves; and High work is the work of Hirelings. Such 
work, for instance, as sweeping of the gateway, of the privy, of the 
road, and of the dumping groimd; shampooing the secret parts of the 
body ; removing of food-leavings, of ordure and of urine ; and the rubbing 
of the Master’s limbs; — these constitute the “low class ’’ of work. All 
the rest belong to the “ high class 


* This text has been variously read: (a) ¥or ‘vadavdbhrtah’, some books read 
'vanitabhrtah' ; this makes no difference in the meaning; — (b) for 'annabhfto' in 
the printed text, Ma and Mb read 'bhrlako'; the meaning in this case being ‘just 
like the other Hireling working for wages ’ ; — (c) for ‘ bhogabhrtah ' another reading, 
also noted by Vdchaspati, is 'bhagabhrtah'-, here also there is not much difference 
in the real purport. 

■]■ Vivddachintdinani has 'ityesa trvtdho bhrtah' in place oi' tathd cha grhakarmaJert 
as found elsewhere. 

J According to Vivadaratndkara (p. 143) there are two distinct persons men- 
tioned — (1) the Manager of Properties, and (2) the Controller of the Household. 



70 


VIViDACHINTiMANI 


[With regard to Slaves] says Narada (5.26-28) — 

[285] ‘Slaves have been declared to be of fifteen kinds:— (1) Born in the 
Master’s house, (2) Bought, (3) Received in gift, (4) Hereditary, (5) 
Maintained during famine, (6) Received in mortgage, from the Master, 
(7) Enslaved by being freed from a heavy debt, (8) Captured in battle, 
(9) Won through a wager, (10) One who has surrendered himself, 
saying ‘I am thine’, (11) An Apostate from Renunciation, (12) Enslaved 
for a stipulated period, (13) Enslaved for food, (14) Enslav’^ed through 
connection with a Slave-girl, and (15) One who has sold hhnself.’ 

‘ Ddyddupdgatah ’ — one who has been a Slave tluough several generations, 
hereditary. — ' Andkdlabhrtah ’ — supported during famuie. — ‘Mohsitah ' — one 
has agreed to become a Slave on being freed from debt. — ‘K^h’ — one 
who has entered into an agreement that ‘I shall be your Slave for such 
and such a time’. — '' Bhaktaddsah ' — one who has agreed to become a Slave for 
the sake of food (maintenance) oven during times of plenty. 

Says Narada (in regard to No. 11 above) — 

[286] ‘ The man who has become an Apostate from Remmciation would 
be the Slave of the King himself; for him there is no emancipation, iror 
expiation of any kind.’ 

But Kdtydyana — 

[287] ‘Of the three twice-bom castes who become Apostates from Renuncia- 
tion, — the Brdhmamx should be banished, the K§aUriya and the Vaishya 
he shall enslave.’ 

The word ‘ksatravit’ is a copulative compound. 

And Daksa — 

[288] ‘Having taken to remmciation, if the man does not remain firm in his 
duties — ^the King shall brand him with the dog’s foot and banish him 
immediately.’ 

As to wliich kind of Slave can be emancipated in what way, or imder 
what circumstances there can be no emancipation at aU, — says Narada — 

[289] ‘Of these, the group consisting of the first four can never be eman- 
cipated from slavery, except through the favom of the Master; slavery 
sticks to them for generations.’ 

The four — ^i.e. the Slave bom in the Master’s house, the Bought, the one 
received in gift, and the Hereditary. — In fact it is only to these four that 
the name ‘Slave’ is directly applicable, in its primary sense; to the others, 
it is appUed only indirectly, on the basis of the common character of not 
being one's own master. Hence where the woman is spoken of as ‘married 
by a Slave ’ (as in Text 307 below), the term ‘Slave’ is taken as standing for 
the said four kinds. 

Again — 

[290] ‘The wretched man who, being his own master, sells himself, is the 
meanest of these all; and he also is never emancipated from .slavery.’ 

‘His own master' — i.e. not the Slave of any person. 

The exception (in Text 289) — ‘except from the Master’s favour’ — is 
applicable to this also. 
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What is asserted in the following text — 

[291] ‘Even though the Shudra may be given up by his Master, he does 
not become emancipated from slavery ; as slavery is inborn in him ; 
who then can remove that from him ? ’ — 

occurring in the Markaiideya PurdrM, representing the words of Harishchandra, 
— ^is only meant to deprecate the Slave [and is not meant to be literally 
true]. If it were not so, and if slavery were inborn in the Shudra, there could 
be no such dealings as the se llin g of Shudras and so forth. 

[As regards the emancipation of the other kinds of Slaves] Ndrada 
goes on — 

[292] ‘If the man who is not his own master should surrender himself to 
someone saying I am thine, — this latter man caimot take him as his 
Slave ; he shall be taken by his former Master. ’ 

That is, the man does not become the Slave at all of the second man. 

[293] ‘Persons stolen and sold, or tho.se who have been enslaved by force,— 
should be forthwith set free by the King; as their slavery is not held to 
be legal.' 

[294] ‘From among those (Slaves), if any one happen to save his Master’s 
life, he should be emancipated from slavery and should receive a son’s 
share in his property.’ 

'Esdm' — i.e. from among these. 

[296] ‘The Slave who has been maintained during famine becomes eman- 
cipated by giving a pair of oxen, as also whatever has been eaten during 
the hard times; by so doing * he becomes free.’ 

That is, by giving to the Master what he has consumed during the 
famine, and also a pair of oxen, — he becomes emancipated. 

[296] ‘The Slave who had been received in mortgage becomes emancipated 
by paying money to the previous Master if he agrees to redeem him’ ; — 

— ‘ahita’ is pledged, mortgaged; — 

‘if however, the pretdous Master makes liim over to the mortgagee 
himself, then he becomes the same as the 'Bought Slave’. 

That is, if the Slave is made over to the man to whom he had been 
mortgaged, — and is not emancipated by him, — then he becomes as good as 
the ‘Bought’ Slave of this mortgagee. Such is the explanation of this text 
provided by Laksmidhara and others. 

[297] ‘The Debtor (Slave) becomes emancipated by paying the debt with 
accrued interest.’ 

It has been laid down that ‘the Creditor may make the Debtor do work 
for him, in liquidation of lu's debt’; it is in accordance with this dictum 
that the Slave is spoken of here as ‘Debtor’. 

[298] ‘On the lapse of the stipulated period, the man enslaved for a stipulated 
period becomes emancipated.’ 


The right reading is 'tena' as in MSS. — ^not 'ta nna' as printed. 
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That is, if a man has cbntracted a debt, and has stipulated that during 
the time that the debt remains unpaid, he ■would remain a Slave, he is what 
has been called ‘a Slave for a stipulated period’; when the debt has been 
cleared off by the work done for the Master, and the stipulated ^»riod has 
elapsed, — ^the man becomes emancipated. 

[299] ‘ The Slave who has surrendered himself, saylnq “ I am thine ”, — the Slave 
captured in battle, — and the Slave won through a wager, — become eman- 
cipated, on giving substitutes whose capacity for work is equal to their 
own’ ; 

that is, by offering another Slave in his own place. 

[300] ‘ The man who has been enslaved for food becomes free immediately 
on gi'ving up the said subsistence. And the man who has been enslaved 
through his connection with a Slave-girl becomes emancipated by 
abandoning her.’ 

‘Vadavd' is Slave-girl; — here ‘nigraha' is renouncing or abandoning 
her; — after which the hability of the man to perform the duties of the 
husband of the girl ceases. And the man who has become a Slave for the 
sake of obtaining food, — -he also becomes emancipated by giving up that 
means of subsistence. 

Says Kdtyayana — 

[301] ‘If a man has intercourse ■with hia Slave-girl and she gives birth to a 
child, — then, in view of the seed, she should be emancipated, along with 
her progeny.’ 

According to the Prakdsha, the Ratnakara and the Pdrijdta however, 
it is only when the man has no other son that the Slave-girl along with her 
child shall be emancipated; and not when he has other sons.’* 

In a case where the Slave has to be emancipated entirely through 
the favom of his Master, — the procedure has been laid down by Ndrada 
(6.42-44)— 

[302] ‘Wlien, being pleased with the Slave, one wishes to emancipate him 
from slavery, he should take from the Slave’s shoulder a jar full of water 
and smash it on the groimd; he shall sprinkle the Slave ’.s head with water 
containing rice and flower ; and having declared him to be a ‘ free man ’ 
three times, he should send h[m away towards the East. Thenceforth he 
should be spoken of as one cherished by the favour of Iris Master; and 
henceforward he becomes tone whose food may be eaten and whose gifts 
may be accepted; and he is respected by all good men.’ 

[303] ‘These three- — -the Wife, the Slave and the Son — ^have no property of 
their o^wn; whatever they acquire tjelongs to him to ■whom they them- 
.selves belong.’ — (Manu.) 

Says Devala — - 

[304] “WTien the father is dead, then may the sons divide among themselves 
the property of the father; as while the blameless father is alive, the 


* Mayukha (p. 210) remarks that this is to be done only if the child bom is 
found to be endowed with exceptionally good qualities. 

Says Arthashastra (3.13) — ‘If such an emancipated girl turn out to be an 
expert housewife devoted to the interests of the family, — her mother, brother, 
and sister also shall be freed from bondage ’. 
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sons have no rights of property; — while the husband is alive, women 
have no rights over any property; so also while the Master is aUve, the 
Slave has no rights over any property — ^this has been declared by Manu.’ 

[305] ‘ The Brahmana may quite confidently take what belongs to the 
Shudra-, as the Shudra has no property at all; whatever he has is liable 
to be taken away by his Master.’ 

Also Kdlydyana — 

[306] ‘Whatever property the Slave may have — of that, his Master has 
been declared to be the owner. But the Master shall not take what the 
Slave has acquired either through the Master’s kindness or by selling 
himself.’ 

That is, whatever may have been obtained by the Slave through his 
Master’s favour, and by his own sale, — to that property of the Slave, his 
Master is not entilled.'*’ 

[307] ‘If a girl wlio is not a Slave is married by a Slave, she also becomes 
a Slave; because her husband is her Master, and this Master is the Slave 
of his own Master.’ 

Here the term ‘not a Slave’ must be taken as related to that correlative 
(Master) who is indicated by the term ‘Slave’ [i.e. as meaning that the girl 
in question (Bride) is not the Slave of the person to whom the Slave {Bi idegroom)- 
belongs}-, this interpretation being in accordance with the ‘ Padi-nyaya’ [the 
Maxim of the Foot, by virtue of which whenever there is mention of the 
‘foot’, it mi;st mean the foot of some person, and this person must be the one 
who happens to be indicated by the context; in the same manner, when the 
text uses the term ‘not-a-Slave’, it must be ‘not a Slave’ of the person 
indicated in the context; and this person happens to be the one to whom the 
Bridegroom belongs]. — Hence what the text means is that — ‘the girl may 
be either not a Slave at all, or she may be the Slave of someone other than 
the Bridegroom’.s Master, — ^in either case, when married to the said Slave, 
she becomes the Slave of the Bridegroom’s Master’. 

The implication of this is that being married to a Slave is one of the grounds 
of the girl’s emancipation from her bondage to her own previous Master. 
This is the reason why this text occurs in the present context. 

It is only when the act is performed bV the Slave with the Master’s 
consent that it becomes vaUd. Hence in a case where the Master has not 
given his consent, the ownership of the previous owner does not cease; 
this case being regarded as analogous to that of the marriage of the ordinary 
Slave -girl. 


Section (B) — Roles eelating to Slaveby 
Says Narada (5.40) — 

[308] ‘Among the .several castes, there can be no slavery in the inverse 
order; except in the case of the man who has violated his own duties. 


* V ivadaratnakara (p. ISO) reads the second line of this text as — Prakasham 
vikraydd yat-tu na svdmt dhanamarkati’ , and explains it as follows: — ‘What the 
Master has openly sold to the Slave, — or what was given to him as his own price 
when he was sold, — and what the Master has given to the Slave through favour, — in 
such property of the Slave, the Master has no right ’. It says that this is the meaning 
of the text as read by Prakasha, Kdmadhenn, Parijata and the rest. 
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‘ Upadha' is underatanding, agreement to some such effect as that — 
‘Whatever shall be the produce of this land, the third part of that shall be 
given to you, and no food or clothing’ ; the servant engaged on such an under- 
standing is called ‘one who is dependent upon an understanding’; and such 
a labourer is to receive the third part of the produce. But if he is given food 
and clothing, then he is to receive only the fijth part of the produce. 

What Ndrada (in Text 319 above) has said regarding the receiving of 
the tenth part, — that refers to workers other than the Ploughman. 

Says Apastamha — 

[322] "If the Ploughman runs away, and the work of the Employer suffers 
in consequence, he should be beaten with sticks. Similarly in the 
case of the Cattle-keeper running away; and in this latter case, his 
cattle also should be impounded.’ 

Of the, ‘Udvasaiah ’ — ^running away — ‘Kitidstia' — Ploughman — ^there 
should be beating with the stick. Similarly if the Cattle -keeper runs away ; 
and in this case there should be the additional punishment in the form of 
the impounding of his cattle. 

Says Vrddha-Manu — 

[323] ‘Where no wages have been stipulated prevnously, the Labourer shall 
receive the wages fixed by persons expert in sea -voyage and experienced 
in regard to time and place.’ * 

'Expert in sea-voyage ' — i.e. well-versed in the matter of the wages due 
to traders. (Trade, in general, according to VivadarcUnakara. p. 158.) 
Brhaspati (16.15) — 

[324] ‘If, after having received the wages, the Employee fails to do 
the work, though quite fit to do it, — he shall be made to pay twice as 
much as his wages, as fine, to the King, and refund the wages to the 
Employer.’ 

The construction is 'Samarthah san karma na karoli’ (‘Being quite 
able, if he does not do the work’). 

[325] ‘Having received the wages, if the Labourer abandons the work, he 
should pay double the amount of the wages ; if he has received no wages, 
he should pay (as fine) an amount equal to his wages. The Labourers 
have also got to take care of the implements.’ 

That is, in the event of the Employee abandoning the work undertaken, — 
if he has received the wage.s, he should pay the double of what he has re- 
ceived, — ^if he has not received the wages, he should pay the same amount as 
the wages. — 'Bhrta' stands for the Ploughman and such employees. — Imple- 
ments ' — such as the Hope and other appertenances of a Plough and other 
things. 

Says Ndrada (6.5) — 

[326] ‘After having promised to do some work, if the Labourer fails to 
do it, he .should be compelled to do the work and receive the wages.’ 


Says the Arlhashdstra {.'1.1,3) — ^Where no wages have been previously settled, 
tlie Labourer shall be paid in accordance with the work done and the exigencies of 
time ; the agricultural Labourer receiving the tenth part of the crops, — the cowherd, 
the tenth part of the butter, — the Tradesman -Labourer, the tenth part of the 
merchandise dealt with by him. 
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And Vrddha-Manu — ■ 

[327] ‘If he does not do the work, he should be fined 200.’ 

Tliis refers to the man who has begun the work and then given it up. 
With regard to the man who does not start the work at all, Mnnu says 
(8.215)— 

[328] ‘If a Hireling, without being ill, does not perform the stipulated 
work, through arrogance, — ^he should be fined Eight Kr^mlas, and should 
also have no wages paid to him.’ 

[329] ‘When a man, sick or well, does not get the stipulated work done, 
he shall not receive his wages, — even though the work be only slightly 
incomplete’ — (Manu 8,217). 

[330] ‘If the Employee who had been Ul, on recovering, completes the work 
as originally stipulated, he shall receive his wages, — even though it be 
after the lapse of a long time ’ — {Manu 8.216). 

'Slightly incomplete’ (Text 329) — ^i.e. of which a small portion remains 
to be done. — [Text 328]. — If the man who has been iU, and has consequently 
given up the work, — returns, on recovery and completes the work, — even if 
he docs so after a long time, — he receives his wages. 

Says Ndrada — 

[331] ‘If a Hireling abandons his work before the lapse of the stipulated 
time, he forfeits his wages. — ^But if he leaves it through some fault of the 
Employer, then he should be paid for such portion of the work as he 
may have already done.’ ♦ 

Vmu (5.163-157)— 

[332] ‘A Hireling who abandons his work before the expiry of his term, shall 
forfeit the whole amoxint of the stipulated wages ; and shall pay a fine of 
100 Panas to the King. — If the Employer dismisses an Hireling before 
the expiry of his term, he shall pay his entire wages and also a fine of 
100 Panas to the King, except when the Hireling has been at fault.’ 

'Midyam' — wages. 

Says Vrddha-Manu — 

[333] ‘If an Employee destroys anything through carelessness, he should 
be made to pay its equivalent; if he does it tlrrough malice, he should 
be made to pay double the price; but he shall not be made to pay if 
the article has been stolen by thieves, or burnt by fire, or washed 
away by floods.’ 

‘Should be made to pay’ — ^i.e. the Hireling should; tliis is clear from 
the Context. If, however, the thing has been destroyed without any fault 
of his, he should not be made to pay anything. 


* Says the Arthashdatra (3.14) — ^If the Iiabourer is physically unable to do the 
work, — or the work is too degrading, — or he is ill or in trouble, — and is consequently 
unable either to do the work or get it done, — ^he is not to be punished ; but he shall 
refund the wages to the Employer, who will get his work done by others. — If there 
has been an agreement between the Employer and the Employee to the effect that 
the Employer shall not engage another Labourer, and the Employee shall not 
work for another Employee, — then, if either party fail to keep his contract, he shall 
be fined 12 Panas. 
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Says Brhaspaii (16.17) — 

[334] ‘When a Hireling commits an improper act imder orders from his 
Employer, — and for the benefit of the latter, — ^the fault shall lie with the 
Employer.’ 

‘Eor ifte benefit' — of the Employer. — 'Improper act', such as theft.* 

In the Matsya-Purdna , we read— 

[336] ‘Having received his fee, if the Master does not impart instruction in 
his craft, — he should be fined the amount of the whole fee, by the 
righteous King.’ 

Vrddha-Manu — 

[336] ‘If the Employer dismisses the Hireling after having sold his mer- 
chandise, before reaching the stipulated destination, — ^he should pay 
also for that part of the journey which has not been traversed; but at 
the rate of only a half of the stipulated wages.’ 

'Agatasydpi' — ^Even though he has traversed the stipulated journey, 
the wages of the Hireling should have to be paid; but only one half of the 
wages, for the untraversed part of the journey. 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[337] ‘If the merchandise be confiscated or stolen on the way, the carrier 
is to receive his wages only for the distance actually traversed.’ 

‘Asidhyeta’ — becomes captured or confiscated (or stopped, according 
to Vivddaratndkara, p. 164) by some one. 

Brhaepati (16.18) 

[338] ‘If the Employer does not pay the wages, after the work has been 
completed, he should be compelled by the King to pay it, — as also a 
proportionate fine.’ 

Kdtydyana — 

[339] ‘If the Employer abandons, on the way, an assistant who is tired or 
Ul, — and does not wait in a village for three days in order to enable 
him to recover, — he should be fined the first amercement.’ 

‘Assistant' — i.e. Hireling and the like'. 


Section (D) — Rules relating to Peoebssional Women 
Says Ndrada — 

[340] ‘If a Professional Woman, having accepted her Fee, refuses to meet 
the man, she should be made to pay double the amount of the Pee. — 
The man also who, having paid the Fee to her, refuses to meet her, 
should forfeit the Fee paid by him.’ 


* Such as demofishing a boundary with a view to enlarging the employer’s 
fields — (Smftichamlrika, p. 476). 
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Smrti says — 

[341] ‘If the Professional Woman is ill or tired or in distress, or engaged in 
work for the King, — and consequently does not come to a man when 
invited, she is not to be regarded as having done anything wrong.’ 

'Amchyd' — faultless. — ‘ Va4avd' here stands for the Professional Woman. 
In the Maisya-Pumna, we read — 

[342] ‘If a man had recourse to intereoruBe in an improper part of her body^ 
— or make her associate with several men, — ^he should be made to pay 
eight times the Fee, and also an equal amoimt as Fine.’ 

‘Improper part’ — such as the Mouth. Or having got her for himself 
alone, if he makes her associate with several men, he should pay to the 
Woman eight times her fee, and also an equal amount to the King as fine. 
Again — 

[343] ‘If one brings over the Professional Woman for the purpose of one 
man, while naming to her some one else, he should pay a fine of 1 Md§a 
of Gold to the King.’ 

[344] ‘Having invited the Professional Woman, if one does not give her 
satisfaction, he should be made to pay double of the Fee; double also 
as fine to the King. In this way the Law is not disobeyed.’ 

[346] ‘If several men meet any one Professional Woman, each of them 
should severally pay double the fee to her and also another double as 
fine to the King.’ 

Says Ndrada — 

[346] ‘In disputes arising in connection Professional Women, leading 
Professional Women, as also their lovers living in their houses, decide 
aU matters.’ 


Section (E) — Rules eblating to the Hiring oe Houses, etc. 
\Ndrada, p. 20-21.] 

[347] ‘If a man has built a house on land belonging to another, and lives 
in it, paying rent to the land-owner, — ^he may take away with him, 
when he goes out, the thatch, the timber, the bricks and other materials.’ 

[348] ‘If he has been residing on land belonging to another without paying 
rent and against that man’s wishes, — he shall go out of it and shall not 
take with him, on leaving, the building materials.’ 

Says Katydyana — 

[349] ‘Having taken on hire a house or estate or a shop, — so long as he does 
not i-estore them to the owner, he should be made to pay the hire.’ 

‘Water’ here stands for the water-teservoir dug by another person and 
not yet consecrated to public use. 

[360] ‘After having engaged an elephant, a horse, an Ox, a mule, or a camel, 
— one must be made to pay the hire so long as he does not restore the 
animal to the owner.’ 
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Says Vrddha-Manu — 

[351] ‘If a man has hired a cart, bnt does not go out and refuses to pay the 
hire, — he should be compelled lo pay the hire, even though the liire 
may not have been actually earned.’ 

The 'Cart' includes the Ox, the Boat and such other things also. — 
'Not earned’ — i.e. even if the cart has not been used. 

Says Ndrada — ■ 

[352] ‘If one has obtained uterLsils on hire, he should return them to the 
owner after the expiry of the stipulated time. If there has been any 
damage or loss, it should be made good by the hirer; except when such 
loss or damage has been due to a supernatmal calamity.’ 

That is, if what is returned is not exactly in the condition in which it 
had been taken, — or if it has been lost in course of time, except through 
some act of God or King, — it should be made good by the hirer. 



CHAPTER VII 


Rules relating to the Owner and Keeper of Cattle 

On this point says Manu — 

[353] ‘If the hired Cattle-keeper is one paid with milk , he shall, with the 
Owner’s permission, milk the best of tea cows ; this shall be the Keeper’s 
wages, if he receives no other wages.’ 

'K^rabhrti’ is one who is paid his wages in milk.— He shall milk the one 
cow that may be the best among ten cows; — ^when ‘ Ac receives no other wages', 
— ^in the shape of food and clothing, etc. — ^This refers to the Keeper who looks 
after milch cows only. 

As regards cases where the Keeper looks after milch as well as dry cows, 
says Narada (6.10) — 

[364] ‘For tending a hundred cows, the Keeper shall get a heifer annually; 
for tending two hundred cows, he shall get a milch cow every year; 
and he shall get the milk of all the cows tended by him on every eighth 
day.’ 

' Vatsatari', ‘heifer’, is the three-year f old cow. As many cows as may 
be in milk, — the milk of all those he will get as wages, every eighth day. 

Says Bfhaapati — 

[356] ‘One supported hy milch cows should get the milk of all the cows every 
eighth day.’ t 

‘One’ — i.e, the Cattle-keeper. 

And Narada (6.11) — 

[356] ‘The Owner shah, make over the cows to the Keeper every morning; 
and the Keeper shall bring them back to the Owner in the evening, 
after they have had their feed and drink. ’ § 


* ‘ Best ’ — according to one reading, the worst. 

Says MedhdtitM — ^The wages are to be commensurate with the labour involved 
in the tending. The exact wages in each case shall be determined according to the 
principle that if he receives nothing else in the shape of subsistence, he shall take 
the millc given by one cow. — Thus for the work of looking after milch and non-miloh 
cows, heifers, bulls and calves, the Owner shall apportion to the keeper sometimes 
the third, sometimes the fourth, part of the entire milk -produce. — This is a mere 
indication ; in each case, local custom has to be followed. 

If some of the cows are dry, the wages payable are deteiTuined on the basis 
of their normal mdk-produoe when in milk — (Pardaharamddhava, p. 263). 

Vivddaratndkara (p. 170) has ‘two years’; so also Viramitrodaya (p. 442) and 
Pardsliaramddhava (p. 263). — 'The milk of all the cows’ is to be taken only with 
the keeper of two hundred cows, according to Madanaratna, — but to both the 
keeper of 100 as well as that of 200 cows, accordmg to Kalpataru ; — says Viramitrodaya 
(p. 443), wliich itself favours the former view. — This rule is meant for cases where 
no special wages have been previously setrled — say Smftichandrikd (p. 483), 
Pardaharamddhava (p. 263) and Viramitrodaya (p. 433). 

t The keeper of 200 cows is meant hero, says Viramitrodaya (p. 433). 

§ The word ‘cows’ here stands for cattle in general; — says Smrtichandrikd 
(p. 484). 

6 
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^Ohirndh ’ — ^have taken their feed of grass; — 'pUdh ' — have taken -water. 
Ydjnavalkya (2.164) — ■ 

[367] ‘The Keeper shall bring back and restore to the Owner the cattle 
exactly in the same condition in which they had been made over to 
him. If any of the cattle happen to die or get lost, throngh his careless- 
ness, the hired Keeper shall be made to make it good.’ 

And Manu (8.230) * — 

[368] ‘During the day, the responsibility (for the safety of the cattle) 
rests with the Keeper, — and during the night, with the Owner, if in his 
own house ; f if otherwise, the responsibility for their safety shall rest 
with the Keeper.’ 

Manu (8.233) and Ndrada — 

[359] ‘If the cattle has been taken away openly by thieves, the Keeper 
shall not be called upon to make it good, — if he informs his own Master 
of it at the proper place and time.’ J 

‘Place.' — such as may facUitate the search; so also ‘time’. 

Vydea — 

[360] ‘No blame lies with the Keeper if the cattle is lost or stolen, — either 
after the Keeper himself has been made captive, or when the whole 
■village has been pillaged, or when there are disturbances in the King- 
dom.’ 

And Brhaspati — 

[361] ‘The Keeper should guard the cattle against dangers from insects, 
thieves and tigers, as also from caves and pits. He should try his best 
and shovild cry for help, and also inform the Master.’ 

‘Shvabhra’ is pit; and 'dan' is cave. 

[362] ‘If he does not try his best, or not cry for help, or does not inform 
the Master, then he should bear the loss and also pay a fine to the King.’ 
'Bear the loss' — i.e. pay for it. 

Says Manu (8.232) — 

[363] ‘The Keeper alone is to make good what has become lost, or been 
destroyed by worms, or killed by dogs, or has perished in an unsafe 
place, — ^if it was left without human aid.’ 

'Na^tam' — ^i.e. taken away by thieves and others. — ‘Without human 
aid' — i.e. without such aid as was well -within the capacity of the Keeper. 
If any animal has become thus ‘lost’, etc., it has been due to the remissness 


■* 'Ndradah', in the printed text is -wrong. It should be 'Manuh' as in Ma. 

-j- 'If in his hoitse'—i.e. if they have been safely penned in the cattle-shed by 
the Keeper . — ‘If otherwise' — i.e. if they have not been brought into the house, 
and have been kept in the pastures, during the night also — (Medhdtithi). ■ 

X' Openly ' — ^with beat of drums; — this is meant to indicate the helplessness 
of the Keeper.— ‘Ai the proper time' — i.e. immediately after the occurrence , — 'at 
the proper place ' — ^wherever the Master may be. In case the Keeper conveys the 
information to the Master after a long time, the blame shall lie with him — 
{Medhdtithi), 
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of the Keeper; and this is the reason why he should be made to make good 
the loss. * 

Says Yajnavalkya (2.165) — 

[364] ‘In the event of the cattle being destroyed on account of some fault 
of the Keeper’s, punishment shaU be inflicted on the Keeper, in the 
shape of a fine of thirteen Panas and a half; and he shall also pay the 
price to the Ovraer.’ f 

Vimu (5.139) — 

[366] ‘If the Keeper milks a cow without the Owner’s permission, he should 
pay a fine of 26 Kar^dpanas.’ 

In the Brahma- Purana we read — 

[366] ‘If the cowherd who has received his wages abandons the cows in 
the wild fore.st and wanders about in the village, he should be killed 
(punished) by the King; so also the “man with the lancet” roaming 
in the forests.’ 

‘The man uriih the lancet’ is the Barber. 

[367] ‘If tluough disease or some other cause, the cow dies in the house, 
then the Owner of the cow should be punished, — if he has not paid the 
wages of the Keeper.’ 

Says Ndrada (6.17) — 

[368] ‘It is according to these principles that disputes arising with all 
Keepers have to be settled. — In the event of the death of the animals, 
the Keeper 15W8i!?es^cl^ecr‘(oiJilaine) by producing the tail, the horns 
and the rest.’ 

What is meant is that he should prove, by some means or the other, 
that the animal has really died. 


* ‘ Dogs’ — This stands for jackals, wolves, tigers and other wild animals, 
‘ Human aid ’ — such as remaming near the cattle, lighting fires for keeping away 
wild animals and so forth. In a case where the Keeper himself has been on the 
point of death, and has been unable to scare away the animals — or where the 
cattle themselves, while stampeding, have fallen into a pit, and so on, — the Keeper 
shall not be held responsible — (Mcdhatithi). 

‘ Sdrdhatrayodasha’ has been taken as 13J by Apardrka and Mitdk^ard; 
but as 12^ by Pardsharamddhava (p. 263) and Viramitrodaya (p. 446). — 'Dravyam' 
has been taken by Miidksard to mean the price of the animal as computed by 
impartial arbitrators. 



CHAPTER VIII 


Breach of Customs and Conventions 

Says Brhaspati (17.5-6 et seq .) — • 

[369] ‘A compact formed among villagers, companies and tribes is called 
Convention. Such conventions are made at times of calamity and also 
in regard to acts of piety. — ^When danger is apprehended from highway- 
men, it is regarded as a calamity common to all; and such danger should 
be repelled by all, not by any one man.’ * 

[370] ‘Mutual confidence having been previously established by oath, or 
by written compacts, or by sureties, — ^they shall set about their work’ 
— (Brhaspati 17.7). 

[371] ‘Honest men, learned in the Veda and in Dharma, self-controlled, 
able, sprung from noble families, and efficient in all kinds of work, — 
shall be appointed as Heads (of the Corporation) — (Ibid. 17.9). 

[372] ‘Two, three or five persons shall be appointed as advisers of the 

Corporation; their advice shall be followed by the villagers, companies 
and tribes ’ — (Brhaspati 17.10').*'"^ 

‘OrSma’ here stands for the Corporation of the inhabitants of the village; 
and ‘Gana' companies, or groups, of Brahmanas, etc. 

Says Yajnavalkya (2.188) — 

[373] ‘All members of the Corporation shall follow the advice of the Advisers; 
one who goes against it, shall be fined the first amercement.’ 

[374] ‘Among them, if any one obstructs what is reasonable, or gives no 
opportunity to the speaker to speak, or urges what is unreasonable, 
— he should be fined the first amercement ’ — (Kaiydyana). 

Says Narada (10.2) — 

[376] ‘Among heretical sects, citizens, trade-guilds, unions, tribes and other 
corporate bodies, — ^the King should maintain the Conventions; as also 
in regard to fortified towns and the open country.’ f 


*‘Acts of piety ' — such as the repairing of temples, tanks and the like. The 
Conventions referred to are such as — (1) raising a common fund by subscriptions, 
during famines, (2) arranging to supply one armed guard at every house-hold, 
when danger from robbers is apprehended, (3) organising a deputation to wait 
upon the King for the redressing of certain common grievances. 

I The Conventions referred to are as follows : — (o) Among Heretical Sects, 
there are conventions for the governance of monasteries and other institutions ; — 
(b) among corporations of merchants trading in diverse kinds of merchandise, 
there are such conventions as that ‘members who ill-treat messengers should be 
punished’; (c) among trade-guilds, there are conventions regarding monopolies 
and prices; — (d) among unions of elephant-drivers and horse-riders and (e) ‘troops’ 
of soldiers, there are such conventions as ‘no one shall join in battle except in the 
company of others’; — (/) among tribes — groups of relatione, — ^there are such 
conventions as, ‘the Ear-piercing ceremony shall be performed during the fifth 
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'Pdsanda' — sects outside the pale of the Vedie Religion. — ‘Naiffama ’ — 
— citizens. — 'Puga — Corporation of traders and others. — ‘ Vrdta' — ^Troops 
of soldiers and others. — ^The term 'ddi' including all societies, those named 
are to be taken only as illustrative. 

Says Ydjnavalhya (2.186) — 

[376] ‘Whatever duty devolves upon a man by virtue of Convention, — 
that he shall carefully perform, so far as it may not conflict with his 
religious duties; so also shall he perform the duties imposed by the 
King.’ 

‘Ry virtue of Convention' — ^such as lho.se calculated to bring prosperity 
and security to the Corporation; e.g. ‘Every month, all members of the 
Corporation present them.selves before the King — 'Duties imposed hy the 
King', — such as ‘all you, Sira, will kindly perform propitiatory rites for the 
welfare of the Kingdom.’ — One should never transgress such conventions.* 
Katydyana — 

[377] ‘If one does not perform the duties promulgated by the King, he incurs 
sin and deserves to be despised and punished as offending against the 
King’s Government.’ 

Ydjnavalkya (2.187) — 

[378] ‘If any member of the Corporation should misappropriate the property 
of the Corporation, — or transgress its Conventions. — the King shall 
confiscate liis entire property and banish him from the Khigdom.’ f 

Kdtydyana — 

[379] ‘One who is given to violence, one who sows dis.sension, one who 
injures the property of the Corporation. — all these should be turned out 
of the community after reporting to the King: so says Bhrgu.'i 

Referring to ‘Conventions’, Brhaspati goes on to say (17.13) — 

[380] ‘It should be obeyed by all. If a member, who is able to do so, 
fails to act up to the Convention, he shall be pmiished with confiscation 
of his entire property and banisliment from the town. — If any one breaks 
it or ignores it, the fine prescribed for him is six Niskas of four Suvarnus 
each.’ 

In this same connection having mentioned the ‘six Niskas' Manu 
(8.221) goes on to add further — ‘a silver Shatamdna' . 

Though it is well Imown that a Niska is made up of four Suvarnas, yet 
the quaUfication ‘of four Suvanias each’ has been added (in the texts of 


year of the child ’ ; — (g) m regard to ‘ fortified towns ’, there are such conventions as 
‘no food shall be sold outside’; — (A) in regard to the ‘open country’, there are 
conventions regarding duties to be realised from foreign traders — -(Smrtichandrikd, 
p. 523). 

* Such rules would be ‘ in conflict with one’s religious duties ’ if the time fixed 
for the said attendance were the same as that prescribed for the Twilight Prayers 
for instance. 

f This apphes to cases where the offence is very serious. Por minor offences 
of this kind, the penalty shall be as prescribed by Manu, p. 221 — i.e. a fine of 6 
Niskas, 4 Suvarnas and one silver Shatamana {Apardrka and Mitdksard). 

J In some digests , this text is read with ‘ nrpaih ’ in place of ‘ nfp e ’ , in which case 
the meaning would be that these persons are to be turned out by the King after due 
notification. 
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Brhaspati and Manu), in order to preclude those other 'Ninkas' which have 
been declared to contain ISO Suvarnas, and 5 Suvarnas. 

The 'Shatamdna' is equal to 320 Rattis.* 

[381] ‘One who is malicious, or a back-biter, or a sower of dissention, 
or given to violence, or inimically disposed towards the Guild, the 
Corporation or the King, — shall be banished therefrom ’ — (Brhaspati 
17.16). 

‘Aruntuda’ — one who hurts the vitals. — 'Suckaka' — the back-biter. 
Kdtyayana — 

[382] ‘If, among persons entitled to eat out of the same dish, or in the same 
line, — any one refuses to eat with another, without indicating any defect 
in that person, — ^he shall be punished.’ 

Brhaspati (17.21) — 

[383] ‘Those persons who combine and conspire to cheat the State of the 
royal dues should be made to pay eight times as much ; — so also the 
absconding traders.’ 

' Eajahhdgam' — what is payable to the King. 

Saj-s YajAavalkya (2.190) — 

[384] ‘IVhen a member is sent out on some business of the Corporation, 
whatever he may obtain on this mission, he shall make over to the 
Corporation; if ho fails to do so, he should be made to pay eleven times 
as much.’ 

And Brhaspati (17.22) — 

[386] ‘Whatever may be obtained by any one member shall belong equally 
to all the members of the Corporation.’ 

Katydyana — 

[386] ‘If a debt contracted in the name of the Corporation has been eaten 
up by any member of it, — or has been u.sed for his own piupose, — it shall 
be payable by that member.’ 

‘In the name of the Corporation’ — i.e. under the pretext that it is on 
behalf of the Corporation; — such a debt shall be payable by the member 
who contracted the debt. 

[387] ‘Whoever might have entered the Guilds or Corporations or Trade 
rmions, — shall share equally their assets and liabiUties.’ 


* Under 8.220, Manu has laid down ‘banishment ’ as penalty for the breach 
of Convention. That is meant for cases where the breach has been due to greed ; 
the present section lays down the penalty for cases where the breach has been due 
to ignorance — (Medhdtithi). 

According to Apardrlca (p. 793), Mitaksard (2.187), Pardsharamddhava (p. 253) 
and Viramitrodaya (p. 429) — those texts (of Brhaspati and Manu) lay down four 
distinct penalties — ■(!) Banishment, (2) thefineof Ghiistes, (3) the fine of 4 iSiryarnas 
and (4) the fine of one Shatamdna-, and which one shall be inflicted in a particular 
case shall be determined by the caste, the learning and other qualifications of the 
offender, or (according to Apardrka) by the nature of the offence. — -Medhdtithi 
has taken Banishment as one meant for the more serious cases of Breach, and the 
Fines as for cases where the offence is less serious. — Viramitrodaya does not accept 
the view that the caste of the offender can be a determining factor. 



BREACH OF CUSTOMS AHD CONVENTIONS 


87 


That is, whoever may have become members, in the past, of the Corpora- 
tion of traders and others, with the consent of all the members, shall aU 
share equally in the previous assets and liabilities as also in the initial capital 
of the Corporation. 

[388] ‘Every member of a Corporation shares equally in all its assets, 
relating to articles of food, other divisible properties, slaves * and reli- 
gious acts. The man who has gone out for some purpose of his own 
shall not be entitled to any shares.’ 

‘Articles of food ’ — ^such as sweet-meats and the like. — ‘Pragata ’ — is the 
man who has one out of the Corporation of his own accord, for some specific 
purpose of his own ; such a person shall not be entitled to any shares. 

* In Vivddaratnakara (p. 188) and other digests, we find ‘dona’ in place of 
‘ ddsa ' ; * ddtsa ' is charity. 




CHAPTER IX 


Rescission of Sale 

Says Narada (8.4) — 

[389j ‘When a man has sold a property for a certain price, if he does not 
deliver it to the purchaser, he shall be made to deliver the property 
along with its produce, if it is immovable property, — and along with 
profits accruing from it, if it is movable.’ — If there has been a fall in 
the market-value of the property dtiring the interval, the purchaser 
shall receive the property along with the difference (in the two values). 
— This is the rule relating to eases where the parties are inhabitants of 
the same place. In the case of persons trading abroad, the profit derived 
from the foreign trade (shall be delivered to the purchaser).’ 

‘ Sthavarasya' — of land and other immovable properties; — ‘Ksaya ’ — 
the loss sustained in the shape of the produce, in the shape of grains, etc.; 
in the case of momfiie property, — such as the ox and the like — ^the ‘profit’ 
involved is in the shape of the using and driving of the animal ; — ^in the case 
of Cows, it is in the shape of the milk. 

In case the article purchased — such as Gems and the like, — and not 
dehvered, loses its market-value — gradually, through lapse of time, — then 
it should be delivered to the purchaser, along with the loss in its value. 

In the case of persons trading in foreign lands, — ^i.e. those who travel 
about in foreign countries, the vendor shall pay the profit that he may have 
made during such joumeyings. 

Says Vimu — ■ 

[390] ‘If a man does not deliver to the purchaser the goods sold to him, and 
the price received, — ^he shall be made to deliver it, along with interest; 
and he shall be fined 100 Farms by the King.’ 

All this should be understood as referring to the case where the Vendor 
has received the full price ; so that there is no wrong done if the article 
is detained for the purpose of realising the price. This has been thus declared 
by Narada (8.10). 

[391] ‘All these rules apply to cases where the price has been paid by the 
Purchaser. Until the price has been paid, no blame can attach to the 
Seller, except when there has been an agreement to the contrary.’ 

Narada (8.6) again — 

[392] ‘If the article sold happens to be damaged, or destroyed by fire or 
carried off, the loss shall devolve upon the seller who did not deliver it 
after the sale.’ 

And Yajnavalkya (2.256) — 

[393] ‘If damage is done to the article sold, through an act of God or of the 
King, — ^the loss devolves upon the Seller, — if he has failed to deliver 
the article sold, even though requested to do so.’ * 


* For the satisfaction of the purchaser, the seller should deliver to him another 
article similar to the one sold, or refund the price paid — {Apararka and Mitdksara). 
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[394] *If the Purchaser refuses to accept delivery of the article sold to him, 
he shall suffer the same penalties as those prescribed for the Seller 
refusing to deliver the goods sold ’ — (Narada). 

Manu (8.222-223, 228)— 

[396] ‘After having bought or .sold an article, if the Buyer or Seller repents of it, 
he should return or take back that article within ten days of the transac- 
tion ; after ten days he shall not return or take it back ; if he does return 
or take it back, he shall be fined by the King 600 Porias.’— In connection 
with any transaction, if there is repentance on the part of any party, 
he should be brought to the path of rectitude in the said manner.’ 

And Kaiyayana — 

[396] ‘If the Purchaser does not receive the article when made available. — 
or, if the Seller does not deliver the s'old article in an misoiled condition 
to the Purchaser, — ^he shall he allowed to recover what belongs to him, 
on paying the tenth part of the price agreed upon.’ 

'Prdptam ' — made available to him, placed at his disposal. 

In regard to the case where the article is not placed at the disposal of 
the Piuohaser, the same authority says — 

[397] ‘But the said penalty shall not be inflicted (upon the Purchaser) 
if the article has not been made available, even though the transaction 
has been completed. This rule shall be applied only within ten days 
of the sale; after the ten days, there can be no rescission of the sale.’ 

*‘Kriydkdra’ is transaction, in the shape of attestation by witnesses on 
the sale -deed executed and so forth— even when all this has been done, if 
the article sold has not been placed at his disposal, then, if, within the time- 
limit, he returns it to the Seller, — the Purchaser does not have to suffer the 
tenth part of the price. What is meant is that if the article sold has a 
perceptible defect, there can be no rescission after the time-limit ; when, how- 
ever, the article is entirely defective, and the Seller has concealed the defects 
and sold it deceitfully, — it may be returned pubholy. even after the expiry 
of the time-limit. 

Says Brhaapati (18.4) — 

[398] ‘The foolish man, who, knowuig an article to bo defective, sells it, 
shall be compelled to pay twice its price to the Pm-chaser, and a fine 
of the same amount to the King.’ 

[399] ‘What has been sold by one who is intoxicated or insane, — at a 
very low price, — or under the spell of fear, — or by one who is not his 
own master, — or by an idiot, — should be given up (by the Purchaser), 
and it may be taken back (by the Seller).' 

‘It should be given up' — it is what ought to be given up, by the Purchaser; 
and ‘it may be taken back'— hy the Seller. — ‘One who is not his own master ' — 
either by nature or through some cause.] 


Qhintdma/ni and Vieddaratndliara (p. 192) read ‘Kriydkdre' and explain it 
as above ; Smrtichandnkd (p. 511) however, reads ‘KriydA die’ and explains it as ‘when 
the time has arrived for the purchaser to use the article 

] According to V ivddaratndkara (p. 193), this rescission may take place even 
after the lapse of the statutory ten days. 
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[400] ‘Wlien a man has sold an article to one person, and delivers it to 
another, he shall he made to repay twice the price, to the Purchaser, 
and also a fine equal to the same amount.’ 

The ‘ another ’ person meant is one who is not in any way related to the 
former person, and who has not heen deputed by him to receive the article. 

According to Vivadaralndkara (p. 192), this penalty is meant for the case 
where the Seller has carried on negotiations regarding the price with one 
man, but has actually sold it to another. 

Similarly — 

[401] ‘When the Purchaser has not accepted the article sold when delivered 
to him, — ^if the Seller were to sell it to another person, he would be 
doing nothing wrong.’ 

And Ydjnavalkya (2.255)— 

[402] ‘If the first Purchaser does not receive the article sold and delivered 
to him, it may be sold again; if the article has, in the meantime, suSered 
any damage on account of the said Purchaser’s fault, — ^the loss shall 
devolve on that Purchaser.’ 

So also (Narada ) — 

[403] ‘When the bargain has been clinched by the payment of Earnest- 
money, (if the transaction should fail), — ^the Seller shall pay double 
the amount of that money.’ 

That is, when the Seller has agreed to sell his commodity and has accepted 
money advanced by the purchaser, — this money is called ‘Earnest-money’ 
3cUyankdra’ , ‘Bargain-cUnoher’); — if subsequently the Seller does not 
agree to sell the article, he should repay to the Purchaser double the amount 
of the Earnest-money. 

Says Narada (8.12) — 

[404] ‘It is for the sake of profit that merchants carry on the buying and 
selling of aU sorts of merchandise; that profit is in proportion to the 
high or low prices paid for the things. Merchants therefore shall fix 
a fair price for their commodity, in accordance with the nature of the 
locality and the season, — and refrain from dishonoui'able dealings. Such 
is the right method of trade.’ * 

What has been said above in connection with buying-transactions, 
— that there shall be a time-hmit of ten days (see Text No. 395 above), — 
is meant only for all kinds of ‘grains’; as declared by Vydsa and Narada in 
the following text — 

[405] ‘Leather, Wood, Yarn, Wine extracted from grains, liquids, cloth, 
base metals and gold, — ^these commodities shall be examined imme- 
diately after the sale. Milch cattle shall be tested for three days; and 
beasts of burden for five days; in the case of pearls, diamonds, corals 
and other precious stones, the period of testing may extend to seven 
days; male slaves shall be tested for a fortnight, and female slaves for 
a month; grains of all sorts, for a month; Iron and Cloth for one day.’ 

Yajnavalkya (2.177) — 

[406] ‘Seeds and grains may bo examined for ten days; Iron for one day, 
beasts of burden for five days; precious stones for seven days; female 
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slaves for a month; milch cattle for three days and male slaves for 
fifteen days.’ 

The same has been declared by Brhaapati — 

[407] ‘If before this, some defect shonld appear in the article sold, it should 
be returned to the Seller and the Purchaser shall receive back the price 
paid.’ 

Even if the article is already defective, it should be returned before 
the said time-limit, as declared by Katydyana — 

[408] 'When ain article has been purchased unwittingly, vrithout due ex- 
amination, — if it is, later on, found to be defective, it may be returned 
to the Seller, within the time fixed, not otherwise.’ 

^Within time' — i.e. witliin the time laid down for the examination of the 
various kinds of commodities . — ‘Not otherwise'- — i.e. not after the lapse of 
the said time. 

With reference to tilings in which the Purchaser has subsequently 
detected a defect, says Ndrada (9.7) — 

[409] ‘A worn garment, in a ragged condition and soiled with dirt, caimot 
be returned to the Seller, if it was in that condition when purchased.’ 

Ah this refers to cases where the article has been taken without waiting 
for the time laid down for examination. 

Says Y&jnavaUcya (2.268) — 

[410] ‘If a merchant, not knowijig the likely profit and loss involved, has 
purchased a commodity, he shall not seek to rescind the sale. If he 
does, he becomes liable to be fined the sixth part of the price paid.’ f 

Ndrada also — 

[411] ‘Having made a purchase, the wise merchant shall not repent of it; 
he should find out, beforehand, the likely profit and loss on the 
commodity.’ 

[412] ‘The intending Purchaser himself shall, before purchasing an article, 
examine it, in order to find out its good and bad points; w'hen the thing 
has been exammed and approved of, and then purchased, — the Purchaser 
shall not give it up.’ 


* All these rules refer to eases where the thmg has beezi purchased without 
previous examination, — says Vivddaratndkara {p. 197). 

•j* The .simple meaning of this text is as given above ; which is in accordance with 
the explanation provided by Apctrdrka. According to the Jiiitdkaard however, the 
meaning is as follows : — ^When n commodity has been sold and bought, the Purchaser 
may ask for the rescission of the transaction within the prescribed tune, only if 
he finds out, after the sale, that the price of the commodity, at rates prevalent 
at the time of the transaction, should be lower than what he has paid; — and the 
Seller may ask for its rescission only if he finds out that the price should be higher 
than what ho has charged. If either of them acts contrary to this, he should be 
fined the sixth part of the price paid. 

The Mitaksara goes on to add — ^There are only three grounds for rescission of 
sale: — (1) Detection of soma defect in the article. (2) too high price, and (3) too 
low price. In the absence of any of these reasons, if either party asks for rescission, 
even within the prescribed time, he shall be fined. Even when the above grounds 
are present, if the rescission is asked for after the lapse of the prescribed time, the 
party asking for it shall be fined. 



92 


VIVlDACHINTSMANI 


Also Brhaspati (18.3) — 

[413] ‘The Purchaser should examine the thing himself and also show it 
to othei's; when after it has been examined and approved by several 
men, it is purchased, — the Purchaser should not return it.’ 

Even before the pre.scribed time-limit, the thing may be retiuned; as 
says Narada (9.2-3) — 

[414] ‘Having purchased a commodity for a certain price, if the Piuchaser 
thinks that he has not done well in making the pmchase, he should 
return it, in the same condition, to the Seller, on the same day. If he 
returns it on the second day, the Pmchaser shall suffer the thirtieth 
part of the price paid ; if on the third day, he shall suffer double of the 
thirtieth part ; after the third day, the thing must remain with the 
Piuchaser.’ 

This applies to cases where the examination has to be made within 
three days.* 

In connection with things like milch cattle, Katydyana has declared as 
follows — 

[415] ‘Having purchased a milch cattle or such other things, if the Purchaser 
repent of it, and return it, — ^though it is flawless, — he should bear the 
penalty of having to pay at the same time the tenth part of the price 
paid.’ 

'At the same time’ — i.e. at the time that he returns the cattle. 

This rule refers to a case where the Purchaser has not taken possession 
of the animal sold. In the case where the Purchaser has taken possession 
of the animal, the rule applicable is the following f — 

[416] ‘Having purchased an article, if the Purchaser repent of it after it 
has come to his hands, he may relinquish it, after paying the sixth part 
of the price paid ; — so says Bhrgu.’ J 


* This rule is meant to apply to cases where the article, even after being 
purchased, still continues to remain ‘merchandise’, in the sense that it is laid out 
for sale by the tradesman who bought it from a fellow-trader only for selling it on 
his own account; i.e. to cases of mutual transaction among tradesmen themselves. 
In all other cases, the rule is as laid down by Manu 8.222 (Text No. 396 above) — 
{Medhdtithi on Manu 8.222). 

'In the same condition’ — if the article has been damaged in any way, the 
Purchaser shall pay to the Seller what may be adjudged by arbitrators to be the 
cost of repairing that damage — (Smrlichandrikd, p. 519). 

According to Vivddaratndkara (p. 196), this rule refers to such commodities 
as suffer from use. 

‘Thinks’ — this implies that the actual presence of defects in the commodity 
is not necessary ; it is sirfficient if the Purchaser thinks that he has made a foolish 
bargain — {Viramitrodaya , p. 435). 

f The right reading ‘ bhavipiad-vSkyam-ato ’ is supplied by Ma. The penalty 
here prescribed — tenth part of the price — is meant for those cases where the thing 
sold is such as does not suffer from being used. For oases where the thing is liable 
to suffer from use, the penalty to be paid is the sixth part of the price, as laid down 
in the next text — (Viramitrodaya, p. 435). 

J ‘ Come to his hands ’ — this shows that the higher penalty — of the sixth part — 
is to be paid if the man returns the article after having received delivery of it, 
and the lower penalty — of the tenth part — is payable if he seeks rescission of the 
sale before the article has come to his hands — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 197). 
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In a case where the defect of the article has been concealed before its 
gale, — the article maj"^ be returned even after the lapse of a long time; as said 
by Manu (6.203) — 

[417] ‘A commodity should not be sold, if it is mixed up wiLh another, or 
with blemishes, or deficient, or remote, or hidden.’ 

AnyaJt' — the superior commodity, of saffron for instance, — ‘mixed up 
with another' — i.e. with the Kueumbha flower (which has the appearance of 
safli'on). — ‘ Sdvadyatn' — i.e. what hos been licked by the dog. — ‘Zltire’ — 
at a distance, which makes it impossible to perceive its real character. — 
‘Tirohitam ' — ^hidden under cloth. — ^When all tins becomes known, — even after 
a long time, — ^the article may be returned.* 


* This points out some of the defects that would justify rescission of the sale — 
(Smrtichandrikd, p. 520). 

'With blemishei' — i.e. which, having been kept in a closed box for a long 
time, has lost its quality and substance and has decayed, though stiU appearing as 
fresh; e.g. cloth and other commodities. — 'Deficient ' — ^less in weight or measure. — 
'Remote ' — away from the place of the sale, and described as ‘clothes or such things 
lying in my house in the village ’. — 'What is hidden ' — ^tied up in a piece of cloth. — 
Every commodity shall be sold after having been fully exposed and described; 
sales effected otherwise are invalid — (Medhdtithi), 




CHAPTER X 


Boundary -Disputes 

Says Manu (8.246-251) — 

[418] ‘When a dispute regarding boundaries has arisen between two villages, 
the Bong shall settle the boundary during the month of Jyestha (June), 
when the land-marks are distinctly visible. — He shall plant boundary- 
trees, — such as the Nyagrodha, the Aahvattha, the Kimshuica, the 
Shdhnali, the Sdla and the Tamdla-, as also trees with milky -juice; — also 
Thickets, Bamboos of various kinds, the Skami-tree, Creepers and Mounds, 
Reeds and iCttttjaia -thickets; in such a way that the boundary may not 
become obliterated. — ^Tanks, Water -reservoirs. Ponds and Fountains 
should be set up on boundary -lines; as also Temples. — He shall also set 
up hidden boundary -marks, — ^seeing that in the world there are constant 
trespasses due to the ignorance of boundaries among men. — He shall 
put in also Stones, Bones, Cow’s Hair, Chaff, Ashes, Potsherds, Dry 
Cowdung, Bricks, Cinders, Pebbles and Sand, — other such like things 
which the Earth may not eat up in time : — ^these he shall secretly set 
up on the junctions of boundaries.’ 

The trees and other things have been named here only by way of illus- 
tration. 

[419] ‘By these signs shall the King determine the bormdary between two 
contending parties ; as also by long-continued possession and by flowing 
streams of water ’—{Manu 8.2,52). 

Brhaspati (9.3) mentions the following — 

[420] ‘ Wells, Tanks, Pools, Large Trees, Gardens, Temples, Mounds, 
Channels, River-courses, Reeds, Shrubs, Piles of Stones.’ 

[421] ‘If, even on the inspection of the marks, there should be doubt, the 
settlement of the boundary-dispute shall depend upon witnesses ’ — 
(Manu 8.253). 

Again — 

[422] ‘ In the absence of witne.sses, four honest inhabitants of neighbouring 
villages shall make the determination of the boimdaiy, in the presence 
of the King ’ — (Manu 8.268). 

[423] ‘In the absence of the inhabitants of neighbouring villages, and 
original natives of the place (since gone abroad), — the King may examine 
the following frequenters of forests: — hunters, fowlers, cowherds, 
fishermen, root-diggers, snake -catchers, com-gleaners and other foresters ’ 
—(Manu 8.259-260). 
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[424] ‘As they, on being questioned in fairness, declare the marlts of boundary- 
lines between two villages, — even so shall the King fix it ’ — [Manu 
8.261). 

The method of deposition by these people also has been thus described 
by the same authority— 

[426] ‘Placing earth on their heads, wearing garland and red clothes, and 
being sworn by their respective meritorious deeds, they shall depose 
honestly — (Manu 8.256). — ^In accordance with that shall the King lay 
down the boundary and also record the names of the deponents ’—(Manu 
8.255). 

Narada says — 

[426] ‘The boundary should not be determined by any one man single- 
handed, even though he be quite reliable. This work being an important 
one, its fulfilment should depend upon several persons ’ — (11.9). * 

[427] ‘Should, however, a single man undertake to determine the botmdary, 
he should do so after having kept a fast, in a collected frame of mind, 
wearing a garland of red flowers and red clothes, having placed earth 
on his head ’ — (11.10). 

‘Fasting’ is the only condition laid down here, in addition to those laid 
down above (by Manu). 

On this subject, says Brhaspati — 

Brhaapati (19.11) — 

[428] ‘But where there are no witnesses and no land-marks, even a single 
person accepted by botb parties (may determine the botmdory).’ 

The compound ' jnStfchihna' is to be taken as ‘jfidtr ’ — ^knowing witnesses 
— ^and ’chihna’ — land-marks. f 
Kdtyayana — 

[429] ‘The King knowing his duty should not call wicked persons. Barring 
all wicked persons, he should bring together the inhabitants of 
neighbouring villages and natives of the place, and then in consultation 
with them, he should determine the boundary; such is the view of 
persons learned in the Law.’ 

’Samantas ’ — are persons bom in the neighboiuhood of the disputed 
boundary. 

Says Manu (8.267) — 

[430] ‘If they decide in the right manner, they, being tmthful witnesses, 
become purified; but if they decide wrongly, they should be made to 
pay a fine of 200 each.’ 

* This prohibition regarding the single man is meant for those cases where no 
such man is available who enjoys the confidence of all the parties concerned, — says 
Mitdksa/rd (on 2.152). 

•)■ in regard to all these methods, MitSksara (on Yajna. 2.162) remarks as 
follows ; — The final decision of the King on the basis of such depositions shall be 
withheld for a month and a half ; if during this time, nothing untoward happens to 
the deponent, — either through an act of God or of the King, — ^which would be 
indicative of his having perjured himself, — then alone should his deposition he 
accepted as reliable and the matter decided accordingly; specially as recourse to 
ordeals is not permitted in the case of disputes relating to land. 
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[431] ‘If the neighbours depose falsely in connection with disputes relating 
to dykes, each of them should be fined the middle amercement ’ — 
(attributed to Manu). 

‘Dykes’ — i.e. Boundary-dykes. 

Says Katya, yana — 

[432] ‘One village is the neighbour of another village, one field is said to be 
the neighbour of another field and one house is the neighbour of another 
house; because each of these pairs smroxmds the other on all sides.’ 

‘Each of these surroxmds the other on all sides’; — i.e. when one village 
surroimds another village on all sides, — then that village is to be treated as 
the ‘ witness ’ in regard to the boundary of that other village ; similarly between 
field and field, and between house and house. 

[433] ‘In a case where people living in the neighboiuTng village have subse- 
quently gone abroad — to another place, — they are called by the sages 
‘natives’ (mauXas) of their former habitation, because they were bom 
there.’ 

Says Ndrada — 

[434] ‘Where there are no knowing witnesses, nor any marks, the King 
shall determine the boundary between the two villages, according to his 
own fair judgment.’ 

Brhaapati ( 19 . 19 - 23 ) — 

[435] ‘ When a piece of land has been taken from one village and given to 
another, — either by a large river or by the ICing, — ^what should be 
the decision in this case ? — ^The land abandoned by a river, or granted 
by the King, belongs to him to whom it has been given. 

[436] ‘If it were not so, there would be no acquisition among men, through 
the King or through luck. — Gain and Loss and also Life. itself, among 
men are dependent upon Fate and on the King; therefore in all affairs, 
what has been effected by these should not be distui’bed. 

[437] ‘When a river has been fixed as the boundary between two villages, 
— however small it might become through use or fall, — if any one disturbs 
it, he deserves to be punished. 

[438] ‘There may be erosion by a river on one side, and consequent gain of 
land on the other; this loss or gain should not be disturbed.’ 

That is, the new land that has accmed on one side, by the erosion of 
the land on the other side, should belong to the owner of the former. 

[439] ‘When land is carried away by the swift current of a river, overflowing 
a tilled piece of land, — its previous owner shall recover it (when the 
flood has subsided).’ 

That is, even though the river may have run over the whole plot, 
it remains the property of its previous owner. 

[440] ‘When land has been taken away by the King from one person, 
through anger or greed, or under a fraudulent pretext, — and bestowed 
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upon another more qualified person as a mark of favour, — such a gift 
shall not be regarded as valid.’ 

[441] ‘When, however, a piece of land is being enjoyed by a person, without 
legitimate title to its ownership, — if that land is taken from him and 
given to another person, — ^such a gift shall not be disturbed.’ 

What is meant is that if the boundary has been fixed by the King 
under the influence of anger and other passions, — it shall be set aside: 
otherwise, it .shall be maintained. 

Says Yajiiavalkya [2.154] — 

[442] ‘Orchards. Temple -grounds. Tanks and Wells, Gardens and Houses, 
and also Rain-water Drains, — ^in regard to the boundaries of these also, 
these same rules are applicable.’ 

And Manu (8.262) — ■ 

[443] ‘In the case of fields, wells, tanks, gardens and houses, — the decision 
regarding boundaries is dependent on neighbours,’ 

Brhaspati (19.24) — 

[444] ‘If a house, a water-reservoir, a shop or such thing, has been used by 
a man in a certain manner, ever since the time of the foundation (of 
the village or town), — his possession shall not be disturbed.’ f 

[446] ‘ A window, or water-drain, or projections, or platforms, or a four-doored 
room, or eaves, — if they have been there from before, — shall not be 
disturbed.’ 

‘PrandlV is water-drain; — ‘niryuhavedika’ is projecting platform; — 

' chatuMiMa' — a room with four doors ; — ' syandanika’ — ends of roofs, 
eaves; popularly known as 'ohdrV (?). 

[446] ‘The Plinth, the Water-drain, the Exit and the Window, — ^these shall 
not be encroached upon; one who encroaches upon the water-drain or 
the foundation shall be punished.’ 

[447] ‘ These, however, shall not bo added afresh after the foundation (of the 
village), — One shall not erect an opening or a water-drain towards the 
house of another person.’ 

‘Mekhold’ — is the basic plinth. — ‘‘Bhrama'’ — ^is water -drain. — Ni^kasa’ — 
is the way to go out, exit. — ‘Na uparodhayeV — one shall not encroach upon. — 
^Drstipdta', ‘opening’, is window. 

Says Brhaspati (19.26) — 

[448] ‘A latrine, a fire-place, a pit, or a receptacle for leavings should never 
be set up very close to the wall of another person.’ 

^ Varchah-sthdna’ — is the latrine. — ‘Atydrat’ — very close. 


This text has been added with a view to preclude the evidence of hunters and 
foresters, etc. — says Medhdtithi. 

■[ This refers to the courtyard, gates and windows and other details appertaining 
to the house ; these shall not be disturbed by the neighbours ; — ' ever since, etc .’ — - 
this shows that later additions may be disturbed if objected to by the neighbours — 
{Smrtichandrikd, p. 550). 

7 
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And Kdtyayana — 

[449] ‘The Privy, the Urinal, the Water-reservoir and the Oil-press — as also 
the Fire-place and the Pit — should be set up at least two cubits removed 
from the wall of another person.’ 

‘Chakra' stands for the Oil-press and such other stmctm^s. 

Brhaspati (19.27) — 

[460] ‘The passage by which men and cattle come and go without let or 
hindrance is called a Path-, and this shall not be obstructed by any 
one.’ 

Kdtyayana — 

[461] ‘When trees have grown on the boundary-line, the flowers and fruit.s 
growing on them should be made over to the owners of the two plots.’ 

The construction is — ‘dvayoh k^etrayoh svdmi-m’, ‘to the owners of the 
two plots’. 

[462] ‘If trees growing in one man’s plot have their branches spreading 
over another man’s plot, that man should be regarded as the owner 
over who.se plot they (the branches) have spread.’ * 

‘ Samsthitdh’ is to be taken with ‘shdkhdh’, branches. 

[463] ‘If a man, except imder abnormal circumstanoes, throws rmolean 
things on the public road, he should pay a fine of 2 Kdr^apanas and 
clean the road of the impurities ’ — (Manu 9,282). 

[464] ‘If it is done by a man in distress, or by one very old, or by a pregnant 
woman, or by a child, — these shall be reprimanded, and the road is to 
be cleaned, such is the law ’ — (Manu 9.283). 

’ Paribhd^anam' , ‘reprimand’ — ^i.e. such words as ‘Don’t do this again’, 
— without any toe. 

Vi^nu (6.106-107)— 

[466] ‘If one throws bones or rubbish on the path, or near gardens and 
water -reservoirs, he should be fined 100 Pa-nas and should remove the 
filth.’ 

' Vyuikara’ is rubbish, — popularly known as 'gondola'. — What is meant 
is that if one throws urine, ordure and other filthy sweepings on the public- 
road or near a water-reservoir, he should be fined 100 Panas. — What Manu 
has said (under Text 453 above) regarding the penalty consisting of 2 Panas, 
— ^is meant for ca ses where the quantity of rubbish thrown is not very filthy ; 
hence it is not inconsistent with the present text (465). t — ^He should also 
remove the filth. 

Says Kdtyayana- — 

[466] ‘If one spoils a tank, a garden, or a place of pilgrimage, by throwing 
unclean things, — he should be made to cleanse it and also be toed the 
first amercement.’ 

* With the exeisption of Vivddachintdmani and V ivddaratndkara (p. 223) — 
nearly all other writers are agreed in taking the text to mean that ‘that man is the 
owner in whose plot the tree, stands’. 

I The printed edition reads 'tadanatialiayilaadmarthyddmd ’, which is evidently 
wrong; the right reading is supplied by Ma — 'tadatisliayitamalntydge' -, which i.-- 
supported also by the explanation provided by V ivddaratndkara (p. 222). 

7B 



BOTJNDAfiY-DISPUTES 


99 


That is, the cleaning should be got done by the defiler and he should 
be fined 150 Panas. 

This applies to cases where the deflhng has been done repeatedly. 

Says Manu (8.264) — 

[457] ‘If a man appropriates, by means of intimidation, a house or a tank 
or a garden or a field, he shall be fined 500 ; if he does it tlxrough ignorance, 
the fine shall be 200.’ 

That is, if a man arouses fear in the mind of the owners of the houses, 
and thereby appropriates the house and other things, he should be fined 500; 
if, however, he appropriates it under the misappreherrsion that it belongs 
to him, the fine shall be 200. 

Says Vrddha-Manu — 

[468] ‘If a man, through arrogance, demolishes the bomrdary .set up between 
two villages, he should be fined 200.’ 

[469] ‘For cutting a boimdary-dyke, for encroaching upon a boundary, 
and for taking away a field, — one should suffer the middle and highest 
amercements ’ — (Ydjnavalkya 2.156). * 

‘Maryadd ' — in the form of dyke and such things; — ‘Siwid’—boimdary 
as marked by trees and such things. 

Shaitkha — 

[460] ‘If one cuts a dyke between two fields, he should be fined 108; on 
encroaching upon a boundary, 1,008; on taking away the water for a 
field, 108.’ 

‘ A^faahatam ’ , ‘ eight more than a hundred ’ ; similarly ‘ a^tasahasram ’ means 
‘eight more than a thousand’. — ‘ K^etrodakam ' — ^the water needed for the 
cultivation of a field. 

Says Ndrada (16.17) — 

[461] ‘The erection by a person of a dyke in the middle of another man’s 
field is not forbidden, — if it is conducive to considerable advantage and 
only trifling loss. Advantage is always desirable, even at some cost.’ 

That is, if a dyke in the middle of someone’s field -is conducive to great 
advantage to the owner of the field, — -and the disadvantage is only slight. — 
then its erection should not be forbidden by the owner of the field. 

Says Ydjnavalkya (2.167)— 

[462] ‘If a man erects a dyke in another man’s field, without having informed 
him, — any produce that may be due to that dyke shall go to the owner 
of the field, or, failing him, to the King.’ 

That is to say, if a dyke has been erected by someone in a field belonging 
to another person, — ^without his permission, — ^the larger produce secured to 
other persons, by reason of that dyke, shall not go to the person who 


* In this text as found in Ydjnavalkya (2.155), the reading is ‘adhamottarna- 
madhyamdh', and the meaning as explained by Apardrka and Mitdkaard is that — 
‘for cutting the boundary -dyke, the penalty is the lowest amercement, — for 
enoroaohmg upon a boundary, the penalty is the highest amercement, — and for 
taking away a field, the penalty is the middle amercement’. 

According to Arthashdstra (3.9) — ^the penalty for cutting a boimdary-dyke is a 
fine of 24 Panas. 
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erected that dyke; it shall accrue to the owner of the field; or, in his absence, 
to the King. 


CoiiTIVATBD AND UnCTOTIVATBD LaNDS 
On this subject, says Ndrada — 

[463] ‘If the tenants are either disabled, or dead, or lost, — if someone else 
should cultivate the field without hindrance, he shall take the produce 
of that crdtivation.’ 

‘Disabled’ — without necessary funds. — ‘Lost’ — left the country. — ‘He’ — 
i.e. the man who has cultivated the field. ‘Kaetram' — i.e. the land Ijdng 
waste. 

[464] ‘While the field is being thus cultivated, if the original tenant happen 
to return, he shall pay the whole expense incurred in cultivating the 
waste land and then recover possession of the land.’ 

‘ Khilopachdra’ is the compensation for the money and labour spent 
over the cultivation of the land. 

Kdtydyana — 

[463] ‘If the original holder is unable to pay the expenses incurred in the 
cultivation of the waste land, the man who has cxiltivated it shall take 
the produce of the land, less by its eighth part; it shall go on Uke this 
for eight years; after which th? land reverts entirely to the original 
holder.’ 

That is, out of the land, the former owner shall get the eighth part, and 
the cultivator shall get the seven parts; this will go on for eight 5 'eara; 
after that the former owner shall recover the whole land, without paying 
any compensation for the expenses incurred in the cultivation. 

This applies to the case of waste lands the cultivatirig of which 
is extremely difficult. 

[466] ‘If the land is left uncultivated for one year, it is regarded as half -waste i 
if for three years, it is waste; if for five years, then it is as good as a 
forest’ — {Naradd 11.26). 

That is, if the land is not cultivated for one year, it is ‘half-waste’; if 
it lies uncultivated for three years, it is ‘waste’; if it is left uncultivated for 
five years, it becomes a forest. 


Brhaapati (19.29) — 

[467] ‘When a man has taken a field on lease, he shall carry on the sowing, 
fencing and reaping of the harvest. If he fails to do this, he should 
be made to make good to the landlord the value of the estimated 
average annual crop.’ 

‘Shadah’ is crop . — ‘ Madhyam’ — average, of the produce. 

Vydsa — 

[468] ‘After having taken a field on lease, if the lessee fails to cultivate it, 
or get it cultivated, ho should be made to pay the value of the estimated 
produce to the land-owner, and an equal amount to the King as fine.’ 
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AVhat is to be given in what sort of field has been thus declared — 

[469] ‘If the land has been lying waste for a long time, the lessee shall pay 
the value of the tenth part of the produce; if the land is one that has 
been under cultivation, the value of the eighth part of the produce ; 
if the land has been prepared, the value of the sixth part of the produce ’ 
— (Vydsa). 

All this refers to the average of the produce; as declared by Brhaapali 
(Text No. 467 above). Hence in the case of a field which is like a ‘forest’, 
the tenth part of the average produce is payable; in that of a field which is 
‘waste’, the eighth part; in that of the field which is ‘half -waste’ the sixth 
part, — should be made payable to the land -owner by the man who has taken 
the lease of the land and allowed it to run waste. 


With reference to a case where a man sows seeds in another man’s field, 
without that man’s permission , — Manu says as follows — 

[470] ‘If persons, possessing no fields, but having seeds, sow these in fields 
belonging to others, they never obtain the grain of the crop that is pro- 
duced ’ — (9.49). — ‘ If the seed, carried away by rain or wind, germinates 
in a soil, — that seed belongs to the owner of the soil, and the owner 
of the seed doe.s not receive the produce’ — (9.54). 

And again — 

[471] ‘One who sells what is not seed, or picks out the seed, or encroaches 
upon boundaries * should suffer mutilation’ — (9.291). 


Protection of Crops 
Says Ydjnavalkya (2.166-167) — 

[472] 'Land should be reserved for Pasture, either according to the wish of 
the villagers, or according to the land that may be available, or according 
to the orders of the King. — Between the village -habitations and the 
cultivated lands, there should be left a belt of uncultivated lands, 
to the extent of a hundred “ bow -lengths ” in width; two hundred 
“ bow -lengths ” round a market-town,i and four hmidred “ bow -lengths ” 
round a city.’ 

The ‘ Kha/rvata’ is superior to the village, but inferior to the city . — 
^ Bow-lengtha’ — i.e. a measuring rod foiu cubits in length. 


Medliatithi explains ‘ maryddabhedaka' as ‘one who transgresses the rules and 
practices sanctioned by the Scriptures and by usage. — 'Not seed' — i.e. seed incapable 
of germinating. — ‘Picks out the seed' — i.e. picks out the sound seeds from the unsound 
ones, and sells the latter a.s sound; or it may moan that one picks out, from the 
fields, the seeds that have been sown by others and takes them away. 

f The word in the original for this settlement is 'Kharvata ' ; it has been defined 
by Madanaratna as "a vdlage inhabited by cultivators and artisans’; — by Apardrka 
as ‘a group of households larger than a village and smaller than a city’; Mitaksara 
and MddJtavdchdrya describe it as ‘ a village abounding in thorny trees ’ — as explained 
by Bdlambhappa. 
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What is meant is that, either according to the wishes of the inhabitants 
of the village, etc., — or in accordance with the land that may be available, — 
or according to the orders of the Bling, — land should be reserved for the 
grazing of cattle; and the extent of this land shall be 400 cubits in the case 
of the village, — double that size in the case of a large village, — and quadruple 
that size in the case of the city. 

And Manu (8.237) — 

[473] ‘ Aroimd a. ^’^llage there should be a Pasture-ground, 400 “ bow -lengths ” 
or 3 “ stick-tlirows ” in width; and three times this roimd a citj^.’ 

'yagara' — ^i.e. a village which is slightly less than ‘city’. 

[474] ‘If cattle damage the unfenced crops therein, the King, in that case, 
shall not inflict any punishment on the keepers of the cattle.’ 

*'Sampdla' is ‘throw of the stick’. ‘Tatra' (in Text 474) — within the 
said village Pastme-land. 

Says Vimu — 

[475] ‘In the case of a field situated on the roadside, or the village or 
near the land reserved for cattle,- — no blame attaches to any one (for 
cattle-grazing); nor in the case of an unfenced field, if it is for a short 
time ’ 

‘ that the cattle has grazed ’, — tins has to be added. 

What is meant is that if a field is situated close to the roadside, or to 
the village, or to the Pasture-land, — and it is not fenced, — then, in the 
event of the cow or other cattle grazing on the growing crops for a short 
time, no blame attaches to the keeper; and blame does attach to him if the 
grazing continues for a long time; as this indicates the dishonest motive of 
the keeper; as declared by Yajhavalkya (2.162) — 

[476] ‘In the case of a field situated on the roadside, or close to the village’ 
or to the Pastiu'e-land — no blame attaches to any one (for damage 
done), if it has been done imintentionally; in the event of its being 
done mtentionally, the man responsible for it deserves to be punished 
like a thief.’ 

‘ Vimta’ is groimd left for the roaming about of cattle. 

Says Manu (8.241) — 

[477] ‘In the case of other fields, the cattle-keeper shall be fined a Pana 
and a quarter. In aU such cases, the crop damaged shall be mside good 
to the cultivator ; — such is the rule.’ 

‘Other fields' — ^i.e. those situated at a distance. 

Special penalties have been prescribed in reference to special kinds of 
cattle. 

Says Shanlcha-Lihhita — 

[478] ‘If a cow grazes the crops at night, her owner shall be fined 6 Md§aa; 
if during the day, 3 Ma^as; if for one muhurta (short time), 1 Mdsa; 
if the field is close to the village, there shall be no punishment.’ 


* A stick should he tlirown out with great force ; up to the place where it falls 
it is one ‘stick-throw’; from that point it should be thrown again; when this 
has been done three times, that shall represent the width of the Pasture -land— 
{Medhaiithi). 

Around the village, a plot of land 100 ‘bow- lengths’ in width shall be fenced 
round by means of pillars ; and this plot shall be used as Pasture-land for cattle ’ — 
(Arthashnslra 3.10). 
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The ''Mdfa’ meant here should be taken as the Silver one; on account 
of the following declaration of the Bhofydkdm — 

[479] ‘In connection with Fines, the Ma^ meant is that of Gold; but in 
connection with cattle -grazing, it is meant to be of silver.’ 

And this ‘silver Mdga’ contains 2 silver Krmalas; as declared by Manu 
in the following text — 

[480] ‘Two Kranalas (gunja-berries) of equal weight constitute the silver 
Afd?a’— (8.135). 

'Grazes the crops at night' (in Text No. 478 above) means ‘if it grazes 
to her full satisfaction’; the fine in this ease is to be 5 Mdsas; while during 
the day, if she has grazed to her full satisfaction, the fine is to be 3 Masas 
only; and if during tho day she grazes only for a moment, the fine is to be 
only 1 Md^a ; — if she grazes in a field close to the village, then there is to be 
no punishment. — All this fine is to be imposed upon the owner of the cow; 
as it carmot be inflicted upon the animal itself. 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[481] ‘The cow should be made to pay the fine of a quarter Pana-, the buffalo, 
two quarters-, similarly the fine for goats and sheep and calves, the fine 
has been declared to be a quarter.’ 

The 'Pana' meant here is the Kdrfdpana. 

Qotama — 

[482] ‘In the case of the Cow, the fine is to be 6 Md^as; 6, in the case of the 
Camel; 10, in the case of the Horse and the Bufialo; 2 each in the 
case of the Goat and the Sheep.’ 

Shanlcha-Likhita — 

[483] ‘In the ease of the young ones of all animals, the fine is to be one 
Mdsa'. 

Says Ndrada (11.34) — 

[484] ‘When cattle lie down in the field, the fine is to be double; when they 
remain there, it is to be quadruple; for those who graze the cattle openly, 
the thief’s punishment is what has been prescribed by the wise.’ 

' Sanndndin’ , ‘lying down’ — i.e. when they lie down tired after grazing; 
— 'vasatam' — grazing and remaining in the field throughout the night; — 
'graze the cattle openly’— -i.e. let the cattle graze there by force, even in the 
presence of the owner of the field. 

Ndrada again — 

[486] ‘When the crops have been entirely destroyed to the very roots, the 
owner of the field should receive the produce, the keeper of the cattle 
should be let ofi after beating and a fine should be imposed on the 
owner of the cattle.’ 

‘ Vadha' here stands for heating. 

Vignu — 

[486] ‘In ail cases, — be the cattle accompanied, or not nccomptuited, by 
tho keeper, — the value of the damaged crops should be paid to the 
owner (of the field).’ 
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That is, when cattle has grazed the crops, the owner of the cattle should 
be made to pay the value of the damaged crops to the owner of the crops, 
and also a fine to the King. 

Says Ndrada (11.38) — 

[487] ‘When a man claims damages for crops consumed by cows, that 
quantity of grain should be given to him which has been consumed, as 
estimated by the neighbours.’ 

[488] ‘The ears of the crops, or the grains, shall be given by the owner 
of the cows to the cultivator of the field, — such is the penalty prescribed 
for the damaging of crops.’ 

'Oavatram ' — are the ears or sheaves of the crop. — '’Gomin' is the owner of 
the cows. — ^He should give, to the owner of the field, either the corn-sheaves, 
or the grain itself. 

Though the owner of the crops is entitled to receive this compensation, 
he should not accept it; as it leads to hell; as declared by Ushanaa — 

[489] ‘If a man claims compensation for what has been consumed by cows, 
his Fathers eat not out of Iris hands, nor do the denizens of the Heavens.’ 

During the time that the cattle is in charge of the keeper, the fine (for 
mishaps) is to be inflicted on the keeper; at other times, on the owner. 
On this point, the law, in brief, is as follows — 

Fijnw — 

[490] ‘In the case of the cow being without the keeper, the fault lies with 
the owner ; in that of its being accompanied by the keeper, it lies with the 
keeper.’ 

The exception to this has been laid down by Narada — 

[491] ‘No blame attaches either to the keeper or to the owner of the cattle, 
— it he (the keeper) has been seized by the King or by a crocodile, or 
struck by lightning, or bitten by a serpent, or fallen from a tree, or 
attacked by a tiger or other wild animals, or oppressed by diseases.’ 

And Yajnavalkya — 

[492] ‘The public breeding bull, the dedicated cattle, the newly-calved cow, 
the strayed cattle which have no keeper, or those that have been per- 
turbed by the King or by God, — ^these should be set free.’ 

‘Mahoksa’ is the breeding bull. — 'Dedicated ^ — to some deity. — ‘Siitikd ' — 
newly-calved . — ■' Agantukd ’ — which has come from another village, or strayed 
away from its herd, and as such has no keeper in charge. — Those that have 
been stampeded, being frightened by the sight of an army marching, or by the 
hearing of loud thunder. — ^If cattle graze a field under these conditions, no 
blame attaches to any one. This is what is meant by the text. 

Says Manu (8.242) — 

[493] 'In the case of a cow within ten days of her calving, or of public bulls, 
or of dedicated cattle, — ^whether these be with or without the keeper, — 
no punishment shall be inflicted; so Manu has declared.’ 

^Public hulls’ — breeding bulls. 

Says Ushanas — 

[494] ‘Elephants and horses are not to be penalised, as they serve to protect 
the peoifle. Nor are the following to be penalised — one-eyed and lame 
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cattle, the branded bull, the strayed cow, the newly-calved cow, the cow 
that is in the habit of running away; also cattle taking part in rejoicings 
or at the time of the performance of a Shraddha.’ 

'Horses ' — -those belonging to the King; as these alone serve to protect 
the people. — ^What has been declared by Ootama (under Text No. 482) 
regarding the fine being ten Panas in the case of ‘ Horse and Buffalo ’ . is meant 
for the Horse belonging to Traders and others; hence there is no inconsistency 
between that text and the present one. — 'Kuntha' is lame; what is really 
meant by the terms ‘one-eyed’ and ‘lame’ is the entirely disabled animal. — 
‘Brawled Bull ' — branded with the mark of the Trident and such things. — 
‘ Vyahhichdrinl' , which is very prone to nmning away. In the Parijata 
however, the reading adopted is ‘ abhiaarinV , which is explained as ‘eager 
to be mated’. 

ShanklM — 

[496] ‘Also small animals, and uncontrollable horses, mules and horses.’ 

‘ Vnconirollable’ — -whose control is impossible. — 'Ashvatara' is what is 
known as 'vesham' (v.l. 'veshari) [f]. 

Katydyana — 

[496] ‘In the case of cattle of all classes, — high, low and middling, — ^being 
beaten (by someone), — if the owner of the cattle makes a complaint, — 
a fine should be imposed ’ ; — 

‘on the man who beat them’ — this has to be added. 

An exception to this has been laid down by Brhaspati — 

[497] ‘If cattle trespass into a cultivated field, or a garden, or an enclosed 
Pasture-land, or a house, or among a herd of cattle, — ^they should be 
caught and beaten; — so says Brhaspati.' 

That is, if cattle trespass into a House and other places, no blame 
attaches to one who beats them and captures them. 
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Verbal Assault (Abuse and Defamation) 

On this subject, aays Ndrada (16.1) — 

[498] ‘An offensive statement, couched in violent and foul language, in regard 
to the native country, caste, family and so forth is called Verbal A saardt 
(Abuse).’ 

‘ Akrosha’ is violent loudness; — ‘nyanku’ is foulness; the offensive 
statement that is couched in such violent and foul language is Verbal Assault 
(Abuse). — ^This is the general definition of Abuse. This is the opinion of the 
Mitdksard also. — ^AU the other explanations of this text are improper; as 
under none of those explanations could the text constitute a general definition 
of Abuse. 

He goes on — 

[499] ‘Abuse again is of tliree lands — (c) Harsh, (6) Vulgar, and (c) Virulent ; 
the penaltj' for these also is in the same order of seriousness. — [a) The 
Harsh Abuse is accompanied by reproach; — (6) the Vulgar Abuse 
is that couched in indecent words; — (c) the wise men call that Abuse 
Virulent which reproaches one with mortal sin.’ 

‘ Nyahkursarijitam,’ — accompanied by words expressive of the private 
parts. 

Briiaspati — 

[600] ‘Assault is of two kinds — (a) Abuse and (6) Hurt; — each of these is 
classed rmder three heads ; and the penalty for these also has been declared 
to be of three kinds. — 

[501] ‘When offensive language is used against a man’s country, times [v.l. 
.village,] fa mil y and so forth, — or an immoral act is attributed to him 
without any substance, — it is Abuse of the first kind. 

[502] ‘When one uses offensive language in connection with another’s 
mother or sister, — or attributes to him a minor sin, — ^it is called the 
second kind of Abuse, by people learned in the Scriptures. 

[503] ‘When one charges another with ha\'ing taken forbidden food or drink, 
— or attributes to him a heinous .sin, — or exjjoses his vital vulnerable 
points, — ^it is Abuse of the worst kind.’ 

‘Without substance’ — ^without formdation, hence false; — ^this goes with 
all the three definitions. Hence what is meant is that the false allegation of 
an immoral act constitutes the first form, — ^the false allegation of a minor 
sin constitutes the second form, — ^and the false allegation of a heinous sin 
constitutes the third form, of Abuse. 

[604] ‘ When two persons abuse each other, their punishment shall be 
equal if they are equal in status; if one is superior to the other, the 


* This same three-fold division is found in Arthashdstra (3.18) also. 
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punishment of the inferior shall be double, and that of the superior 
shall be half ’ — {Brhaapati 20.6). 

Ydynavalkya (2.206) — 

[506] ‘For abi7sing an inferior person, one shall be fined half. If one abuses 
ladies of other families or persons superior to himself, — he shall be 
fined double.’ 

The ‘half’ shall be in accordance with the gravity of the offence [i.e. 
the half meant is the half of the fine prescribed for Abuse in general]. The 
heaviness or lightness of the fine shall depend upon the caste and qualifications 
of the persons concerned. 

KcUyayana and Ushanas — 

[506] ‘If the reviler offers an apology, saying — “ What I said was in ignorance, 
or through carelessness, or in an exuberance of joy or of love; and I 
shall never say it again ”, — the fine imposed upon him shall be only half 
of what has been prescribed.’ 

Brhaspati (20.6) — 

[507] ‘When persons of equal caste and quaUfieations abuse each other, — 
the fine, as prescribed in the Scriptures, shall be twelve Panaa and a 
half.’ 

When 0 mimmuin amount has been laid down as the fine to be imposed 
in a case of Abuse, it is to be half of that in the case of Abuse directed against 
an inferior person ; and it shall be double that amount if the Abuse is directed 
against a superior person. — ^This is what has been declared by Brhaspati in 
the above text, which thus means that — for abusing a man of the same 
caste, the fine shall be 12J Papas; — for abusing n man of inferior caste, it 
shall be six Panaa and one Kakinl. So also for abusmg one who is one- 
eyed or lame and .so forth. 

Ydjfiavalkya (2.206) — 

[608] ‘If one reproaches another with the words — May you have recourse to 
your own sister or mother , — -he should be made by the King to pay a 
fine of 26 Panaa’ * 

Says Manu (2.267) — 

[609] ‘For abusing a Brdhmana the Ksattriya should be fined 100; the 
Vaishya, 160 or 200; the Shudra should suffer immolation.’ 

‘ Adhyardham’ is a hundred and fifty.— ‘Immolation’ is Beating.'f 
[510] ‘For abusing a Ksattriya, the Brdhmana should be fined 60; for abusing 
a Vaishya, 25; and for abusing a Shudra, 12’ — [Manu 8.268). 

The terms ‘vaishye’ and ‘ ahiidre’ are to be eonstrued a® — ^‘when these are 
abused ’ . 

[611] ‘As between the Brdhmana and the Ksattriya, the penalty shall be 
apportioned by the wise man in the following maimer : — For abusing the 
BrShmana, the Ksattriya shall be fined the first amercement; and for 


* Apararka, Mitaksard and others read this text differently as ' Ahhigantdsmi 
bhagirvtm mataram vd, taveti cha ’. 

■|- According to Medhdtithi — Beating, cutting off of the tongue, — even actual 
death,— to be adjusted m accordance with the nature of the offence. 
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abusing the Ksatiriya, the Brahma^ shall be fined the middle amerce- 
ment. Similarly between the Vaishya and the Shudra ' — {Manu 8.276- 
277). 

This refers to oases where the Brahmana and the Ksatiriya have indulged 
in Abuse alleging degrading sins regarding one another. 

In connection with the Shudra, says Brhaspati (20.12) — 

[612] ‘If a Shudra teaches the precepts of rehgion, or pronounces Vedic texts, 
or reviles Brdhmaims, — ^l\e should he punished with the cutting off of 
his tongue.’ 

Again— 

[613] ‘If a Shudra insults a twice-born person with gross Abuse, his tongue 
should be cut off. — ^If he mentions his name or caste with scorn, a burning 
iron-nail ten inches long shall be thrust into his mouth. — ^If, through 
arrogance, he teaches Brdhmanaa their duty, the King shall have 
heated oil poured into his mouth and ears’ — (Manu 8.270-272). 

‘Twice-bom person’ — belonging to any of the three castes. — ‘Gross’ — ^i.e. 
alleging mortal sins, says Kalpataru. 

With reference to twice-bom persons, says Qotama (12.1) — 

[614] ‘If a Shudra reviles twice-born persons, or hurts them by striking, his 
offending hmb should he cut off.’ 

So that, for abusing, the tongue is to be cut off; for hurting the body, 
the striking hmb shall be cut off; that is, that limb should be cut off by 
which he struck the roan. 

He goes on (12.4-6) — 

[616] ‘If he listens to the recitation of the Veda, his ears shah be filled with 
molten lead; if he recites the Veda, his tongue shall be cut out; if he 
carries the Veda in memory, his body shah be split up.’ 

Says Manu (8.273) — 

[516] ‘If a man misrepresents the learning, habitat, caste, occupation, or 
bodily defects of another person, he should be made to pay a fine of 
200 .’ 

This refers to also those eases where the offender is not a Shudra. 

The ‘misrepresenting’ may be in the fohowing words: — ‘you have not 
learnt anything’ — ‘you are not an inhahitant of Arydvarta' — ‘you have not 
performed any penances’ — ‘you are suffering from skin -diseases ’ ; — ^whoever 
does this sort of misrepresenting should be punished. 

Says Vydsa — 

[617] ‘For defaming a man by attributing to him a vague offence, one should 
suffer the first amercement-, by attributing to him a definite “minor 
offence”, he should suffer the middle amercement-, and by attributing to 
him a “ heinous offence ”, ho should suffer the highest amercement.’’ 

The ‘first, middle and highest amercements’ are to be taken respectively 
with the three kinds of defamers; who are to be fined accordingly. 

Says Ndrada (16.30) — 

[518] ‘If a man reviles the King who is firm in the discharge of his duties, 
he becomes ateolved from the sin by the cutting off of his tongue and 
by the confiscation of his entire property.’ 
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And Ydjnavalkya (2.301) — 

[619] ‘If a man says what is disagreeable to the King, — or defames him, — 
or divulges his secrets, — he shall be banished after his tongue has been 
out off.’ 

Ushanas — 

[520] ‘In cases where no penalty has been specifically prescribed by the 
high-souled ones, — due punishment shall be inflicted after thorough 
consideration of the offence.’ 

This has been explained by me in detail in the NUichintamani, 



CHAPTER XII 


Assault and Hurt 

On this subject, says Brhaspati — 

[621] ‘Throwing of ashes, etc. and striking with the hand, etc. constitute an 
Assault of the First Degree; for which a fine of one Masa is to be inflicted. 
— This is the penalty that has been prescribed for cases where the parties 
concerned are of equal status. — Tf the Assault has been made against 
the wife of another man, the fine shall be double of the former; and if 
it has been against a person of superior status, the fine shall be treble 
of it.’ 

I 

The ' sinking' meant here is only the raising of hands in a threatening 
attitude. — 'Of equal status’ — as regards caste and other qualifications. — 
'Masika' here stands for a silver-piece weighing one Maqa. 

With reference to touching, says Ydjnavalkya (2.213-214) — 

[622] ‘Between persons of equal status, — (o) for the throwing of ashes, 
mud or dust, the fine shall be 10 Parjas-, (b) for defiling with unclean 
things, phlegm and the like, or touching with the heel, the fine shall 
be 20 Parjas. — ^If the person assaulted is another man’s wife, the fine 
shall be double; so also when one who is assaulted is a superior person. 
— ^If the person assaulted is of inferior status, the fine shall be half. — 
If the insulting has been due to such causes as stupidity or intoxication 
and the like, no punishment shall be inflicted.’ 

‘Amedhya’, ‘unclean things’— iike tears. — ‘Par mi’ is the back of the 
foot, heel. — ‘Nisfhyuta’ — the phlegm spat out of the mouth. — 'Moha’, 
‘stupidity’ — ^want of knowledge. — ‘Mada’, ‘intoxication’ — due to wine and 
such things; the phrase ‘and the like’ includes insanity and so forth. 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[523] ‘If a man touches another man on his lower hmbs, with vomit, urine, 
excreta or such other unclean things, — ’he shall be fined the quadruple; 
if on the middle parts of the body, the sextuple ; and if on the head, 
the octuple.’ 

If one touches a person of equal status with vomit and other things 
on the lower part of liis body, he shall be fined the ‘quadruple’ of ten 
Pams (prescribed under 622 above); similarly for tlnowing it on the middle 
and other parts of the body, it is to be ‘sextuple’ (six times 10 Panas) 
and so forth. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.217) — 

[524] ‘For pulling one by his feet, hair, clothes or hands, the fine shall be 
10 Panas ; for trampling upon one after ha\’ing boimd, pressed and 
dragged him, the fine shall be 100.’ 

That is, if a man of equal status is dragged by his feet, hair or clothes, 
the ofiender shall be fined 10 Panas; — while if the same man is trampled 
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upon with the feet, after having been tied up with strips of cloth and dragged 
up, — ^the fine shall be 100 Panaa. 

Katyayana — 

[526] ‘For raising the hand against another, the fine imposed should he 12 
Panas: for actually striking with the hand, it shall be double. Tliis is 
the rule among twice-bom men.’ 

This is applicable tn cases whei-e both parties are of equal status.* 
Brhaspati — 

[626] ‘IFhen one pereon raises gravels, stones, or wood -pieces against another, 
he shall be fined the first amercement; when they mutually strike one 
another with hands, each of them shall be fined 10 Panas; if with feet, 
20 Paiias.' 

For both, it is 10 Panas, when stnkuig with hands, and 20 when striking 
with feet; it is 12 when striking with wood-piece and other tilings. 

This also applies to cases where both parties are of equal status. 

Says Vimu (5.60—66) — 

[527] ‘If a man raises his liand against another, he shall be fined 10 

Karsapanas; if he raises his foot, 20; if he raises a wood-piece, he shall 
suSer the first amercement; if he raises a weapon, the highest amerce- 
ment. — If an inferior person raises a weapon against his superior, he 
shall be fined 1,000 Panas.’ ' 

And Yajnavallcya (2.216)— 

[628] ‘If men raise hands against one another, they will be fined 10 Pa^ias; 
if the feet, 20 Panas; if a weapon, they shall suffer the middle amerce- 
ment. This applies to all men.’ 

That is, when between two Brdhmanas a weapon is raised against one 
another, each of them is to be fined 600 Panas. 

Says Manu (8.280-283) — 

[529] ‘If he raises his hand or a stick against one, he deserves to have his 
hand cut off; if he strikes him with his foot, in anger, he has to have 
his foot cut off. 

[630] ‘If a low-born man wishes to sit upon the same seat with a high- 
born one, he should be branded on the hip and banished; or the Bung 
shall have his buttoelis cut off. 

[531] ‘If he spits at the superior, the King should have his bps cut off; if 
he urmates at him, his penis shall be cut off ; if he breaks wind against 
him, his amis shall be cut off. 

[632] ‘If he catches him by the hair, his hands shall be cut off, without 
hesitation; also if he lays hold of his legs, beard, neck or the scrotum.’ 

All these penalties are for the 8hudra as against the Brdhmana. The 
meaning is tliat if the Shudra insults the Brahmana by throwing upon him the 
phlegm from liis mouth, urine imd wind from his anus, — he shaO stfifer the 
penalty of having his lips and other limbs cut off respectively. 


* Some dige-sts read 'aajatimi' for ’dvijalsav 
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Says Brhaspati (21.6-7) — 

[633] ‘Whea two persons in anger tnm their weapons against one another, 
the middle amercement shall be inflicted upon both; if a wound is 
inflicted, the punishment shall be determined bj"^ experts, in accordance 
with the severity of the hurt. 

[534] ‘For striking a man with bricks, stones or sticks, the fine shall be 2 
Md§as-, if blood flows, the fine shall be doubled by the wise.’ 

In connection with the actual use of weapons, says Visnu (6.66-67) — 

[636] ‘If a hurt is inflicted without fetching blood, the fine shall be 30 Panas *: 
if blood is fetched, 64 Panaa.' 

In regard to a case where a serious wound has been inflicted by a weapon, 
says Manu (8.284) — 

[636] ‘One who bruises the skin should be fined 100; as also one who fetches 
blood; one who tears the flesh, should be fined 6 Niskasi and the bone- 
breaker shall be banished.’ t 

A ni^ka is equal to four 'Sumrnaa'. 

Brhaspati (21.8) — 

[637] ‘For bruising the sldn, the lowest amercement; for tearing the flesh, 
the middle amercement; for breaking a bone, the highest amercement; 
and for killing, the capital pimishment.’ 

‘PramdpatM’ is Death. 

[638] ‘For breaking of the ear, nose or hand, for injuring the teeth and the 
feet, the middle amercement shall be inflicted; the double of this when 
any one of these is entirely cut off.’ 

'Patitesu' — when the ear and the rest are entirely cut off from their 
place. 

Says Kdtydyana — 

[639] ‘For cutting oS the ear, lip, nose, eyes, tongue, penis or hand, — the 
punishment shall be the highest amercement; the middle amercement if 
any of these is only tom; — ^so says Bhrgu.' 

'Chhedana', 'cutting’ — entirely removing from its place; while ‘bhedana’ 
is tearing. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.219) — 

[640] ‘For breaking the hand, feet or the teeth, — and for tearing the ear 
or the nose, — the punishment is the middle amercement; also for 
breaking a healing wound, and for beating a man till he is nearly dead.' 


♦The reading everywhere, also in Vivddaratndkara (p. 264), is 30; but the 
original in Yimu-smrti has 32 ; which is what the sense requires. 

■f This pertains to offences committed among twice-bom men themselves, and 
also between two Shudras. — ^‘Banishment’ is an alternative to ‘Death’; hence 
there shall be ‘Banishment’ for the Brahmarui and ‘Death’ for the others — 
{Medhdtithi). 

A Hundred is the fine for inflicting a wound more serious than the one con- 
templated by yipreM’«text (No. 636 above) — {VivddaratndJcara, p. 264). 
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‘Chhedana' is tearing. — ‘VranodbhMa' — freshly opening a woruid that 
had healed up. Similarly for beating a man in such a way as to render him 
as good as dead. — In each of these cases, the fine is 600 Panaa. 

Vifnu (5.70-72)— 

[641] ‘For breaking the eye, neck, arm, or ankle, — the highest amercement. 
If one has broken both the eyes of a person, the King shall never let 
him go out of the prison; he may make him similar to that person.’ 

‘Sakthi’ is the place where the end of the leg meets the foot. — 'Similar' 
— i.e. jtLst like what he made the other man. 

Y ajnavalkya (2.303) — 

[542] ‘One who hurts both eyes of a man, one who follows the orders of 
the King’s enemy, a Shudra who adopts the living of the Brdhmana , — 
for all these the fine shall be 800.’ 

This is the penalty for — {a) one who inflicts such hurt on the two eyes 
as causes a little pain and is curable; — (6) one who carries out the orders 
of the King’s enemies, for the destruction of the King; and (c) the Shudra 
who wears the marks of the Brahmana — such as the wearing of the Sacred 
Thread and the like, — and makes a living therebj'. 

When we find several penalties laid down for one and the same offence, 
it should be explamed on the basis of the greater or less amoimt of pain 
caused by the hurt inflicted. 

As says Manu (8.286) — 

[643] ‘"When a hurt has been inflicted on men with the motive of causing 
pain, — the King shall inflict punishment in accordance with the degree 
of pain suffered.’ 

'Dulikhdya' — i.e. with the motive of causing pain. — What is thus meant 
is that if the hurt has been caused by inadvertence, there shall be no punish- 
ment. 

Says Ndrada — 

[544] ‘By whatever limb a man of a lower caste offends against a Brdhmarm, 
that limb shall be cut off; thus alone would he be cleartsed of the sin.’ ♦ 

Narada again — 

[545] ‘If a man strikes a King, — even though the latter may have wronged 
him, — -he shall be fastened to a stake and roasted; as he has committed 
a sin more heinous than a hundred BraftTwom-slaughters.’ 

That is, even when the King has done some wrong, if anyone strikes 
him, ho should be tied to a stake and roasted in fire. 

This must be taken as applicable to offenders who are not Brdhmarias-, 
because of the following specific prohibition — 

[646] ‘One should never put the Brahma^ to death, even though he may 
have committed all the sins’ — (Mann 8.380). 

Says Manu (8.279-280) — 

[547] ‘With whatever limb a low-born man hurts a superior person, every 
such hmb shall be cut off; such is the teacliing of Manu. — 


♦ ‘ By whatever limb a Shudra strikes a Brahmana, that limb shall be cut off. 
If he only raises his hand against him, then a fine and compensation. If he only 
touches him, the fine shall be halved’j^Arthaahdslra 3.19). 
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[648] ‘If he raises his hand or stick against him, his hand should be cut off; 
if he strikes him in anger with his foot, his foot shall he cut off.’ [See 
Text 529 above.] 

'Superior person’ — i.e. one belonging to one of the three higher castes. 
'Low-bom man’ — Shudra. 

Again — 

[649] ‘If a low -bom person wishes to sit upon the same seat with a high- 
born one, he should be branded on the hip and banished; or the King 
shall have his buttocks cut off’ — {Manu 8.281). [See Text 530 above.] 

'Branded ’ — ^with iron. — ‘Sphicham’ — a part of the buttocks. 

Again — 

[660] ‘If he spits at his superior, the King should have his lips cut off; if 
he urinates at liim, his penis shall be cut off; if he breaks wind against 
him, his anus shall be cut off ’ — {Manu 8.282). [See 631 above.] 

[651] ‘If he catches him by the hair, his hands shall be out off, without hesita- 
tion; also if he lays hold of his legs, beard, neck or the scrotum ’ — (Manu 
8.283). [See 632 above.] 

That is to say — ^If the Shudra, through arrogance, spits at a person 
belonging to one of the three higher castes, his lips shall be cut off; if he 
urinates, his penis shall be cut off; and if he passes wind against him, liis 
anus shall be cut off; — and if he catches hold of his hair or feet or beard or 
neck or scrotum, his hands shall be cut off. 

With reference to the Shudra, says Apaatamba — 

[662] ‘On his seeking to equal his superior in the matter of speaking, walking, 
bed and seat, — he should be beaten with a stick,’ 

'In speaking ’ — i.e. speaking at the same time; — 'walking ’ — going as if 
he were equal to him; — 'bed and seat’ — sitting along with him. 

Katydyana — 

[553] ‘The penalty laid down in the matter of Abuse and Defamation among 
persons of higher and lower castes shall be inflicted in the same order 
in the case of Assault and Hurt also.’ 

Brhaspati — 

[664] ‘When a limb has been injured or broken or cut off, the assailant shall 
be made to pay the expenses incurred in the recovery, and also to re.store 
whatever he might have taken away in the quarrel.’ 

' Samutthdnavyaya’ — expense incurred in recovering from the hurt. 
Ydjnavalkya (2.221) — 

[666] ‘If several men assault a single man, the p unis hment of each of the 
assailants shall be double of that which has been ordained (for a single 
assailant) ; and each of them shall restore to the assailed person whatever 
he maj^ have taken away from him during the quarrel, and also pay to 
the King a fine double the value of the article taken.’ 

The ‘punishment is double’; and whatever each of them has taken 
away in the quarrel. 


• Fine — ^this is the prmishment for taking away the man’s property by force — 
says MitSk^ard. 


8b 
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Manu (8.229-30) — 

[566] ‘The Wife, the Son, the Slave, the Servant and the Uterme Brother 
may be chastised with rope or bamboo-bark, when they have committed 
a fault; — but only on the back part of the body, and never on the 
upptir part of the body; one who strikes otherwise than this incurs the 
sin of a thief.’ 

Yama — 

[657] ‘ One who behaves otherwise than this deserves the prescribed punish- 
ment.’ 

With reference to the Pupil, says Apastamba — 

[668] ‘If he commits a fault, he should be reprimanded; if it is necessary to 
inspire fear in his mind, he should be subjected to fasting and water- 
sprinkling; punishments, when inflicted, should be in consonance with 
his capacity to bear it; and that too only till the offence ceases.’ 

‘Reprimand ’ — ^harsh words. — ‘Atitraaa’ — ^for inspiring fear in his mind. — 
‘Water-sprinkling ’ — pouring water over him; — this is to be done during the 
winter. — ' Y athdmdtram’ — ^in accordance with the pupil’s capacity. — ‘A 
nivrlteh ’ — i,e. till the cessation of the offence. 

Ndrada — 

[669] ‘The Father shall not suffer punishment for an offence committed by 
his Son; nor is the owner o! a dog or a monkey to be punished for any 
injury inflicted by these, — ^unless he should have set them to do it.’ 

Ydjriavalkya (2.290) — 

[660] ‘If the owner of tusked or homed animals does not save the person 
attacked, — even when he is able to save him, — he should suffer the 
first amercement; and double that amount, if he refuses to help when 
called for.’ 

If the owner of the dog or other animals, — even when able to do so, — 
does not save the person attacked by them, — ^then he should suffer the first 
amercement', even when requested to remove his dog, if he does not come 
to the rescue, then he should suffer the middle amercement. 


Says Kdtydyana — 

[661] ‘In a case where there is no motive or reason indicative of the hurt, 
the King shah, in the absence of witnesses, have recourse to ordeal.’ 

That is, when there are no witnesses, recourse should be had to ordeal. 
Ndrada — 

[662] ‘He who is the first aggressor is decidedly guilty; he who retaliates is. 
also an offender; but the former shall suffer a heavier punishment.’ 

‘First aggressor ’ — ^who utters the Abuse first. 

Kdtyaydna— 

[663] ‘When a man strikes another with a dangerous weapon, he shall be 
regarded as guilty and hable to punishment; even though he may have 
been the first to be attacked.’ 
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‘ Dangerous weapon' — e.g. the Sword. 

Brhaspati — 

[564] ‘One who, on being abused, returns the Abuse, — or, on being struck, 
returns the blow, — or one who strikes an assassin attacking him, — 
commits no wrong.’ 

[666] ‘When a low-bom person abuses a superior person, — the latter should 
not be prosecuted if he has struck the former.’ 

'Low-born person' — the Shudra; — 'superior person’ — the Brahmana 
and others. — ^That same Brahma'^, it he strikes that Shudra; — the Genitive 
ending (in ‘lasya’ is in connection with ‘himsd’, ‘striking’); — he shall not be 
'prosecuted' — punished. 

Narada (16.11-12)— 

[666] — ‘A Shvapdka, a Eimuch, a Ghanddla, one who makes a living by 
prostitution, one who hves by killing, the elephant-keeper, an Apostate, 
a slave, or one who has disregarded his teacher and preceptor, — if any 
of these commit an offence, immediate beating should be the only 
punishment; and the wise men have declared that there is nothing wrong 
in beating or hm^iing these persons. — ^If these men should insidt a superior 
person, the King shall hand them over to that person, who will punish 
them; and the King is not responsible for punishing them. — ^These men 
are the ‘refuse’ of humanity; hence their wealth also partakes of the 
natine of ‘refuse’ (filth); hence these shall be beaten, and never punished 
with a fine.’ 

The girl bom of a K^atlriya father from a Shiidra mother is called 
'Vgrd'; — ^the girl bom of a Shudra father and K?attriya mother is called 
'K?aUd'; — one bom from the K^atlr father from an Uqra mother is the 
'Shvapdka'. — 'Panda' is the omiuch, who is sexless. — 'Chanddla' in this 
context stands for one bom of a Brahmana mother and Shudra father. — 
'One who lives by killing', — i.e. the fowler, the fisherman and the Uke. — 
'Elephant-keeper' — ^who drives elephants. — 'Apostate' is well-known. — 'Ddsa' 
here is the Slave. — 'Ohdta' meant here is Beating; and this shall be in 
accordance with the character of the offence. 

Kdtydyana — 

[667] ‘For the untouchable, the rogue, the slave, the Mlechchha, the worst 
sinners, and those bom of the inverse mixtiu-e of castes, — the punishment 
shall be always corporeal, never monetary.’ 

'Worst sinners' — those who have committed very heinous sins. — 'Born 
of the inverse mixture of castes’ — such as the Ni^dda and the like. 

Says Visnu (5.48 et seq.) — 

[668] ‘One who kills a goat, a horse or a camel, — should have one hand 
and one foot lopped off;— one who sells bad meat, or kills a domestic 
animal, should be fined 100 Karsdparyis, — and he should pay the price 
■ of the animal to its owner; — one who deprives animals of their masculinity 
and also one who has killed a wild animal, shall be fined 50 Panas; — one 
who kills birds and fishes, 10 Kdr§dpanas.’ 

This last penalty is for those who do not make then’ living by killing 
birds and fishes. — 'Bad meat’ — such meat as cannot and should not be eaten 
(such as the flesh of the dog or the jackal). 
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Says Manu (2.285) — 

[569] ‘In the case of all kinds of trees, the punishment inflicted for injuring 
them shall be in accordance with their usefulness.’ 

And Yajnavalkya (2.227-229) — 

[570] ‘In the case of trees with offshoot-s, and of protective trees, one who 
cuts off their branch is to be fined 20 Panas ; one who cuts the subsidiary 
trunks, 40 Parma ; and one who cuts the entire tree, 80 Parma . — 

[571] ‘In the case of trees growing on the boundaries of sacred moimds and 
cremation-grounds, or on a sacred spot, or in a temple, — the fine shall 
be double (the aforesaid); also for cutting a famous tree.’ 

[572] ‘In the case of a thicket, a clump, a bush, a creeper, a low -spreading 
plant, a medicinal herb, or a high -spreading creeper, growing on the 
above-mentioned spots, — if a man cuts them, the fine shall be half of 
that mentioned before.’ 

'Trees with offshoots' — e.g. the Banyan tree; — 'protective trees' — ^the 
Pipal and the Uke; — 'cuts the entire tree' — from its very roots. — ^Thus then, 
for the cutting of the branch of these trees, the fine shall be 20 Panas; for 
the cutting of their subsidiary tmnlcs, 40 Panas; and for the cutting of 
them from the very roots, 80 Patfas. Under ordinary circumstances, in the 
ease of the thicket and the rest however, the fine shall consist of 10 Paryis, 
but it becomes double, if the thicket, etc. that are out have been growing in 
the places mentioned. — 'K?upa' is a bush with small branches, — such os 
the Shiphd, the Shdkhofa and the like. 

In continuation of the word ‘should be punished’, says Vi^u (6.65-59) — 

[673] ‘The feller of a fruit-yielding tree shall suffer the highest amercement; 
the feller of a flower- 5 ielding tree shall suffer the middle amercement; 
one who cuts creepers, shrubs or climbing plants shall be fined 100 
Kdrsdpanas; one who outs grass shall be fined one Kdr^dpana. All 
these shall make good to the owner the income that they were yielding.’ 

The word ‘shall pay’ has to be supplied. 



CHAPTER XIII 


Theft and Robbery 

On this subject says Manu — 

[674] ‘Ha'iung truly proclaimed their crimes, in connection with their 
respective acta, the King shall duly inflict punishment on them, in 
accordance with the values and capacities.’ 

'Tefdm’, from the context, should be taken as standing for thieves . — 
^Vbat is meant is that the King should inflict punishments in accordance 
with the value of the property stolen. 

Brhaapali (22.6) — 

[676] ‘ Thieves, — having been traced by the King’s officers, through their 
association or through indicatives or through the possession of stolen 
goods, — shall be compelled to restore the plrmder and shall be punished 
with punishments prescribed by the Law.’ 

‘Association’ — ^with well-known thieves; — ‘Indicatives’ — of the thieving 
profession, such as the implements for breaking holes in walls and so forth; — 
‘Stolen goods’ — the tilings stolen; — through any one of these means, having 
decided that the man concerned is a thief, — ^the King should compel him to 
restore the stolen property to its owner, and then proceed to chastise him 
with such punishment as have been prescribed in the Scriptures. 

Says Manu (8.302) — 

[876] ‘The King shall try his best to suppress thieves ; by the suppression of 
thieves is fame and kingdom become augmented.’ 

[677] ‘The King who ofiers safety to liis people is always honoured; ever 
prosperous is his sacrifice wherein he oSers the fee of fearlessness’ — 
{Manu 8.303). 

[578] ‘If a King does not repress thieves and yet receives taxes, bis kingdom 
becomes perturbed and he falls off from heaven’ — {Manu 9.254). 

‘Parihiyate’ is to be construed with ‘so’ {‘be’) to be supplied. 

Thieves are of two kinds — ‘open’ and ‘secret’. Among ‘open’ thieves 
are tradesmen and others; and among ‘secret’ thieves are those who break 
into houses through holes made in the walls. 

In regard to the former (i.e. the ‘open’ thieves, tradesmen, etc.) — says 
Vydsa — 

[579] ‘Traders rob people by tampering with weights and measures, and 
with accounts and countings, and also by reducing and enhancing the 
price of commodities; they adulterate superior with inferior goods looking 
like them; and other cheat® even change the commodities (shown and 
actually sold).’ 

Ydjnavalkya (2.244) — 

[580] ‘If a trader, through false measures or scales, abstract the eighth part 
of the commodity, he should be fined 200 Panas; the fine to be increased 
or decreased according as the part extracted is higher or lower.’ 
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The particle ‘or’ implies absence of restriction; hence the meaning is 
that by whatever trickerj^ in the shape of false scales and the like, the trader 
abstracts the eighth part of the commodity that belongs to another person, 
— he should be made to pay a fine of 200; — if he abstracts the ninth part, 
then the fine shall be 200 less by the eighth part of 200, — ^if he abstracts 
the seventh part, the fine shall be 200 phis the eighth part of 200.’*’ 
Kdtydyana — 

[581] ‘A dealer who deals with false scales and weights and measirres and 
counterfeits, or by other secret means of fraud, — ^he should suffer the 
first amercement.’ 

' Pratimana' — ^known as 'p'arimdna', measures. — The trader dealing with 
these should be made to pa 3 '^ a fine of 250. 

This is meant for cases where what has been abstracted by fraud is 
the sixth part or more f; hence, it is not inconsistent with Ydjhavalhya' s 
nilo (Text 680). 

Manu (9.287) — 

[582] ‘The man who treats equals as unequals in value should suffer the 
penalty of the first or the middle amercement.’ 

That is, when a man receives ‘unequal’ things — ^i.e. things of superior 
quality — in place of ‘equal’ things — ^i.e. things of common quality, — either 
in exchange or in value, — he is to be fined 250 Farms, if the difference is 
equal to the sixth part, — and 500 Fanas, if the difference is equal to the 
fifth part or more.J 
Again — 

[683] ‘If one sells what is not seedr—ot picks out the seed, — or transgresses the 
bounds of propriety, — ^he shall suffer mutilation as the penalty ' — [Manu 
9.291). 

That is — (a) one who sella what is not-seed, as seed, — or (6) one who 
taltes away by force the field sown by another man, — or (c) one who trans- 
gresses the custom of the country, or caste, or family, or the commands of 
the Scriptiores or of the King, — he deserves to have his ears and other limbs 
cut off. § 


* ^ AbstTocts ’ — either while selling or while buying — says Apardrka. 

f The printed text is corrupt. The right reading is supplied by Ma — Etachoha 
sasthdmshaicachchh admakaranapakse ’ . 

t In regard to certain substances, it has been ordained that in exchanges, 
they shall be treated as equal ; e.g. Se.samum and Paddy ; — if then, having advanced 
a certain quantity of Sesamum, a man demands and receives a larger quantity of 
Paddy, — or when, in the act of buying and selling, a man buys Sesamum at a price 
lower than that paid for Paddy ; — or in a case where one man has an upper garment 
and another man has the lower garment, and both are of equal value,— and yet, 
knowing the greater need of the former, the latter offers to him the lower garment, 
not in equal exchange, but at a higher price; — -the punislunent in all these oases 
will be as above; to be inflicted on the Buyer as well as the Seller. — The exact 
amount of the fine to be imposed shall be determined by the value of the commodity 
concerned — [Medhdtithi). 

According to Vivddaratnakara (p. 286), the meaning is somewhat different — 
Tf a man is found to receive the same price from a number of persons, but the 
commodity sold to them is not of the same quality — he is to be fined the lowest 
amercement. — Or the meaning may be that the fine is to be inflicted if he charges 
,i price higher than what is due. It quotes Haldyudha, whose explanation is the 
-.nme as MedhdtUhi’s, but adds also — ‘the fine is to be imposed if the Seller charges 
a higher price on finding that the Buyer is in great need of the commodity ’. 

§ ‘Picks out the seed’ — before selling the man picks out all the sound seeds and 
palms off only the tmsound ones; or it may mean ‘one who picks out the seeds 
germinating in another’s field, with a view to damage ’ — [Medhdtithi). 
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Bfhaapati — 

[684] ‘A trader who sells an article after hiding its defects, — or having 
adulterated it, — or an old article after repairing it, — shall be compelled 
to give the double quantity to the buyer and to pay a fine equal in amount 
to the price of the article sold.’ 

A thing whose defects have been concealed, — or a commodity adulterated 
with an inferior commodity', — or an article which has been repaired and 
renewed by means of rubbing and scrubbing, etc. — one who sells such things 
shall be made to give to the buyer double the quantity of the commodity sold 
to him, and also a fine to the ICing, equal to the price of the thing bought. 
Ydj'^valhya (2.245) — 

[686] ‘Medicines, Oils, Salts, Scents, Grains, Molasses and the like, — for 
adulterating any of these things with inferior stuff, the fine is 16 Panas.’ 

That is, when one sells to a man, any of the things mentioned here after 
mixing it with other things, — ^he shall be fined 16 Panas. 

The rule laid down by Brhaspati (Text 584) applies to things of high 
value, while the one laid down hero by Yajnavalkya applies to things of 
small value. Hence there is no inconsistency between the two. * 

[686] ‘If a trader makes a false declaration regarding quantities, — or evades 
the Custom-house — or buys and sells fraudulently — he should be 
made to pay eight times the value ’ — (Attributed to YdjUavalkya in 
Vivadaratndkara, p. 298). 

That is, if one falsely declares the quantity of the commodity, — or if 
when going to sell things, he avoids the Market-place — or if he buys or sells 
things fraudulently, — ^he should be made to pay eight times the value of the 
commodity concerned. 

Vi^u — 

[687] ‘One who evades the Custom-house should suffer the confiscation of 
his entire stock.’ 

That is, when the man is going to sell and buy things, if he evades the 
regular market-place, he should be made to smrender his entire stock. — ^This 
refers to cases of repeated offence, while that laid down by Yajnavalkya 
(Text 586) refers to the first offence; hence there is no inconsistency between 
the two. 

Shankha — 

[688] ‘For using false scales, weights and meaemes, corporeal punishment, 
or the cutting off of limbs.’ 


‘ MaryadahhSdakah’ explained and tremslated as ‘one who transgi'esses custom, 
etc. etc.’ may stand for ‘one who breaks dikes and dams’. 

‘ Bljotkrasfd’ — No two commentators seem to agree regarding the exact significa- 
tion of this term. Vivddachintamani has explained it as ‘one who takes forcible 
possession of another man’s field’. — Medh^tithi as ‘one who picks out the good seeds 
and palms off the bad ones ’ or ‘ one who damages another man’s sowing by picking 
out the seeds germinating in his fields ’. — Vivadaratndkara (p. 296) as ‘one who takes 
away, by force, the seed sown in another man’s field ’. 

♦ Vivadaratndkara (p. 297) offers a different explanation : — The penalty here 
prescribed is for the mere adulterating, even though the man may have not actually 
sold it (such is the view of the Mitdksard also) ; — the preceding rule (of Kdtydyana) 
has prescribed the penalty for actually selling the adulterated stuff; hence there 
is no inconsistency between the two. 
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That is, one who makes use of false scales and weights, or of false 
measures, — his head shall be shaved off: one who does so habitually, should 
have either his ear or some other limb cut off. 

Others hold that the actual infliction of the one or the other penalty 
shall be determined by the high or low value of the transaction involved. 
Yajiiavalkya (2.240) — 

[589] ‘One who makes false weighing scales or weights and measures, — 
one who forges royal edicts, — ^he who makes false coins, — and also 
one who makes use of these, — should suffer the highest amercement.’ 

That is, one who makes false scales, etc., or forges royal edicts, or 
makes counterfeit coins of copper and other metals, — or one who makes use 
of these things — shall be made to pay a fine of 1,000 Parma. 

Again — 

[690] ‘If a professional coin-tester declares a true coin to be false, or a false 
coin to be true, — ^lie should be made to pay the highest amercement ’ — 
{Ydjnavalkya 2.241). 

'Ndrmka' is coin. If a coin-tester, through dishonesty, declares a pure 
coin to be coimterfeit, or a counterfeit coin to be pure, — he should be fined 
1,000 Panas. 

In continuation of the term ^highest amercement’, says Vianu — 

[691] ‘Also one who sells counterfeits.’ 

'CourUerfeita ' — such as false (artificial) pearls and such things. 
Ydjnavalkya (2.249) — 

[692] ‘If traders combine (a) to maintain a price prejudicial to the interests 
of artisans and artists, or (6) to bring about a rise or fall in the prices 
(fixed by the King), — they should be fined 1,000 Panaa.’ 

‘Karu\ ‘artisan’, is the man who makes images; ‘Shilpi’, ‘artist’, is 
the painter of pictures. If people combine to bring about a price of things 
that is very prejudicial to the interests of artisans and artists, — or if they 
combine to lower or enhance the price of things fixed by the King, — ^they 
shall be fined 1,000 Parma. 

Again — 

[593] ‘Those traders who combine to hamper the sale of commodities brought 
in by (foreign) traders, by selling up things at an unauthorised price — 
and also those who sell things at unauthorised prices — ^should suffer the 
highest amercement ’ — {Ydjnavalkya 2.260). 

That is, those traders who, by means of tricks, buy up valuable things 
at a low price, — and those who sell cheap things at high prices, — should be 
punished 1,000 Panaa. 

Manu (8.399) — 

[694] ‘A trader who, through greed, exports such goods as have been pro- 
claimed to be the monopoly of the State, or have been forbidden, shall 
have all his property confiscated.’ 

That is to say, there are certain things, like elephants and horses, which 
are fit for the King, — or whose sale and purchase have been forbidden, — if 
any one, evading this order of the King, should sell such things, the King 
shall take away all the money that he has made by the said sale.* 


* The punishment is meant for one who does the exporting with a view to 
profiteering ; if the articles are being carried for being presented to a foreign King, 
the punishment shall be severer — {Medhatithi), 
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Manu (8.398)— 

[B95] ‘The King shall take one -twentieth part of the price of saleable com- 
modities, as fixed by men who have experience of Custom-houses and 
are experts in all kinds of merchandise.’ ♦ 

Visnu — 

[596] ‘Out of the proceeds of commodities of his own lands, the King shall 
take the tenth part as Customs Duty; and the twentieth part on those of 
commodities imported from foreign lands.’ 

When a trader hoi's and also sells things within the kingdom, — out of 
the profit that he has made, the King shall take the tenth part; and when he 
buy.s in foreign lands and sells in his own kingdom, — out of the profit made, 
the King shall take the twentieth part. — Such is the meaning of the two 
sentences. 

Qotama — 

[597] ‘On all merchandise, the twentieth part is the Duty; on roots, flowers, 
medicines, honey, meat, grass and fuel, it is the sixth part.’ 

That is, when the seven articles — ^roots and the rest — are imported from 
other lands and sold in one’s own country— the King should take the sixth 
part of the profit. 

VashisilM — ' 

[598] ‘In regard to the Customs Duty, they quote the following verse — 
There is no Duty on articles whose value is less than a Paijta; nor on 
profits made by an Artist; nor on young ones; nor on an Ambassador; 
nor what has been obtained in aims; nor on the remnants of things 
stolen; nor from the Vedio Scholar or from the Renunciate; nor on 
Sacrifice.’ 

‘ Bhinna’ — less; hence the meaning is that there is no Duty leviable by 
the King on any commodity that is worth less than a Paryi, Similarly 
there is no Duty to be levied on what has been obtained by a work of art, 
or on the price of the calf and such yoimg animals; or on what has been 
obtained through ambassadorship; — or on the remnant of a commodity 
that has been taken away by thieves; — ^nor on an article sold by the Vedic 
Scholar or the Renunciate; nor on what has been got for the purposes of 
a sacrificial performance. 

Vimu — 

[599] ‘A physician dealing dishonestly towards persons of high classes, 
should be fined the lughest amercement; towards persona of the middle- 
class, the middle amercement; and towards animals, the lowest amerce, 
ment.’ f 


‘ Forbidden ’ — specially valuable products of the country, which are not allowed 
to go out — {Vivadaratndkara, p. 300). 

* According to Vivadaratndkara (p. 304), this refers to merchandise bought 
from foreign lands. 

t The physician knows a case to be hopeless, and yet, without communicating 
this fact to the patient, undertakes his treatment, and the patient dies; in this 
case the physician should be fined 250 Panas . — If the death has been due to some 
act of the physician himself, the fine shall be 500 Partas . — If he commits a mistake 
in operating upon a vital part of the body, he shall he convicted under the appro- 
priate section of ‘Hurt ’ — {Arthashdatra 4.1). 
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Vyasa — 

[600] ‘Prostitutes, Cheats and Artists place an unwilling and inexperienced 
person in a difficult position, and extract money from him.’ 

'Inexperienced ’ — ^not knowing what is right or wrong. 

What is meant is that these persons are confidence-tricksters (and 
punishable as below). 

Brhaspati (22.10) — 

[601] ‘Judges delivering wrong judgments, those who live by bribes, and 
confidence-tricksters, — all these should be banished.’ 

Y djnavalkya — 

[602] ‘Those who live by bribes, — the King shall deprive of all their property 
and banish.’ 

Again — 

[60.S] ‘The washerman who wears the clothes belonging to other persons 
shall pay a fine of 3 Farms; if he sells or hires out or pledges them, 
or lends them for use, the fine shall be 10 Farms ’■ — {Ydjnavalkya 2.23S). 

'Avakraya' is Hiring. — 'Adhana' is Pledging. 

Brhaspati (22.12) — 

[604] ‘Those who dishonestly show themselves as wearing a Staff and such 
other emblems (of religion) — and cause injury to men by deceiving them, 
— shall be corporeally punished l:>y the King’s officers.’ 

Manu (9.292) — 

[606] ‘If the goldsmith, the worst of criminals, acts dishonestly, — the King 
shall have him cut to pieces with razors.’ 

‘Kantaka’, ‘criminal’, — here stands for the open thief. — 'Fravartanmna ’ — 
the Present (Participle) indicates Habit; hence what is meant, according to 
some people, is that the said penalty is to be inflicted only when the offence 
has been repeated.* 

Ydjnavalkya (2.296) — 

[606] ‘ One who deals fraudulently with gold, — one who sells improper meat, 
— shall have their three limbs cut off, and made to pay the highest 
amercement.’ 

That is, (a) one who, by means of herbs, etc. treats baser motals in 
such a way as to make them look like gold, and then carries on purchase 
and other dealings through them; — and (6) one who sells dog’s flesh as deer’s 
and so forth; — both these are to be fined 1.000 Farias and then be deprived 
of their nose, teeth and hands. 

Again — ■ 

[607] ‘If one makes a thing which is of inferior quality to appear like one 
of superior quality, — ^his punishment should be eight times the price 
obtained by the sale ’ — {Ydjnavalkya 2.246). 


* Considerations of quantity stolen, or caste of the owner, do not enter into 
this case ; repetition alone has to be taken into consideration ; — in the case of the 
first offence, a fine shall be substituted for the slicing of the flesh — {Medhdiithi), 
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If a man, by a clever trick, makes a less valuable article look like a 
more valuable one and palms it off as such on a purchaser, — ^he should be 
made to pay eight times the amount of the difference between the price 
obtained by him and the real price of the article. 

[608] ‘If a man pledges or sells either a covered article after having altered 
it, or an ordinary commodity after having artificially made it appear 
as a valuable article, — ^he shall be punished as follows: — If the value 
of the article pledged or sold is less than a Pona, there shall bo a fine of 
50 Farms; if it is full one Farm, the fine shall be 100 Farms; if it is two 
Farms the fine shall bo 200 Farias; the amount of the fine being increased 
in proportion to the price of the article concerned’ — (Yajnavalkya 
2.247-248). 

‘Samudga' — casket, cover. — ' Sarahhdrrda’ — valuable commodity, like 
musk. 

Thus what is meant is that — ^by making an empty casket appear as 
full, — or by making an artificial thing appear as the real thing, — and then 
pledging or selling it, one becomes subject to the following penalty. 

The penalty is described in the next sentence: — ‘Bhinna’ is less; i.e. 
less than a Faria; so that if the article whose value is less than 1 Fnna 
is represented as exi.stent when it is not there, and then pledged or sold, 
— similarly when artificial and unreal musk or some such thing worth less than 
a Farm is represented as real, and then pledged or sold as such, — the fine shall 
be 60 Panoe. — ^iVlisn the article is worth I Farm, the fine shall be 100 Faryis; 
when it is worth 2 Farias, the fine shall be 200 Farms; so on and so on the 
fine shall be 100 times the price of the article concerned.* 

Ffhaspaii (22.13-14) — 

[609] ‘Those who artificially make articles of small value to appear as of 
higher value, and cheat women and children, shall be fined in proportion 
to the price obtained.’ 

[610] ‘Those who make and sell false gold or fictitious pearls and corals shall 
be compelled to restore the price to the purchaser, and to pay double 
the amount as fine to the King.’ 

Yajnavalkya (2.178) — 

[611] ‘In fire, gold remains xmconsumed; silver loses 2 per cent in weight; 
zinc and lead lose 6 per cent; copper, 5 per cent; and iron, 10 per cent.’ 

‘ffoW ’ — i.e. pure gold; gold other than pure is liable to be consumtd; 
hence if the gold is pme, it does not lose in weight even if it is kept in 
burning fire during the whole day and night. — In the case of 100 Palas of 
silver, 2 Falas become consumed. Similarly if there are 100 Falas of 
pure lead or zinc, the loss is 8 Falas; in 100 Falas of copper, it is 5 Falas; 
in 100 Palas of iron, it is 10 Palas that becomes consumed. — Hence if the 
trader declares that more than this has been consumed (in the process of 
manufacture), he should be punished. 

Again Yajnavalkya (2.179) — 

[612] ‘Coarse Wool and Cotton-yarn gain 10 per cent in weight in weaving; 
Wool and Cotton-yarn of middling counts gain 6 per cent; those of the 
finer counts gain 3 per cent.’ 


* ‘Altering ’ — the man shows to the other party one thing but delivers to him 
something totally different, and of inferior quality ; e.g. having shown a sealed packet 
as containing pearls, he delivers a packet containing pebbles — (Mitdkaara). 
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Roiigh Wool and Cotton-yarn, 100 Palaa in weight, is made over for 
weaving , — the resultant cloth is 10 Palos more in weight. In the case of 
Wool and Yam of the middle count, the excess is 5 Palos, and in the case 
of Wool and Yarn of finer counts, the excess is 3 Palas. 


Secret Thieves 

On this subject says Manu (2.276) — 

[613] ‘If thieves commit theft at night, after breaking into a house, the 
King shall cut off their hands and have them impaled on a pointed 
stake.’ 

And Vydsa — 

[614] ‘If a thief breaks into a house and takes many tilings, he should be 
made to restore the things to the owner and he should be impaled on a 
stake.’ 

Brhaapati (22.17) — 

[615] ‘House-breakers shall be compelled to surrender their plunder and 
impaled on a stake. Highway robbers shall be himg by the neck on a 
tree.’ 

House-breakers should be made to .surrender to the owner what tHsy 
have stolen, and then they should be impaled on a sharp stake; while 
highway men are to be hung on trees ; this is tho pm’port of the text. 
Pfhaspati (22.18) — 

[616] ‘Those who have kidnapped a man shall be burnt on slow straw-fire; 
and those who have Iddnapped a woman shall be burnt either on a bed 
of red-hot iron or on slow straw-fire.’ 

'Kata' is straw. 

This rule should be understood to be applicable to cases of kidnapping 
of men and women of liigh families; as declared by Manu in the following 
text — 

[617] ‘For taldng away persons of high families — specially women — and 
the principal gems, the thief deserves immolation.’ 

‘ Principal gems’ — Emerald and the rest. 

Vydsa — 

[618] ‘If a man kidnaps a man ho should have his hands and feet cut off 
and then he should be exposed on the road-crossing.’ 

This is meant for the kidnapping of persona of the middle-class. 

[619] ‘For kidnapping a man, the penalty prescribed is the highest amerce- 
ment.’ 

This is meant for the kidnapping of men who belong to families that 
are not so good. 

[620] ‘For kidnapping a woman, the penalty is the confiscation of entire 
property; and for kidnapping a maiden, it is immolation.’ 

This is meant for the kidnapping of women of the lower classes. 
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Manu (8.325) — 

[621] ‘For stealing cows belonging to Brdhmanas, — for piercing their nostrils, 
— and for the stealing of animals, — the tliief should he made half-footed.’ 

[622] ‘For the stealing of the larger animals, or of weapons or medicine.s, — 
the King shall determine the punishment after considering the time 
and the purpose ’ — (Manu 8.326). 

'TuUkd' — ^nostril; of this there is ‘bhedana piercing.'* 

‘Time’ — ^war-time, etc. — ‘Purpose’ — ^riding, etc. Hence if a man steals 
a horse during war-time, he deserves very heavy punishment. — ‘Larger 
animals’ — such as elephants and horses. f 
Ndrada — 

[623] ‘ One who steals the larger animals should suffer the highest amercement ; 
one who steals animals of the middle size, the middle amercement; and 
one who steals the smaller animals, the lowest amercement.’ 

The exact amount shall be determined in the manner laid down in 
Vimu’s text (No. 627 below). 

Vydsa — 

[624] ‘The stealer of a horse should have his hands, feet and loins cut off, 
and then killed.’ 

Ydjnavalkya (2.273) — 

[655] ‘Kidnappers, stealers of horses and elephants and those who strike 
with violence should be impaled.’ 

[626] ‘Those who brealc into a store-house or armoury or a temple, — and 
those who steal elephants, horses and chariots, — ^these the King shall 
put to death, without hesitation ’ — (Manu 9. 280). 

Visnu (5.77-78)— 

[627] ‘The stealer of a cow, a horse, a camel or an elephant should have 
one hand and one foot cut off; the stealer of a goat and such animals 
should have a hand cut off.’ 

The elephant and horse meant here are those of the lowest class; — 
the cow (or ox) meant is an old one, — ^and the horse also one with no special 
qualifications; or the time meant is one at which there is no war imminent. 
It is for this reason that a lighter punishment has been prescribed.J 
Vydsa — 

[628] ‘One who steals an animal should have lialf of his foot cut off by a 
weapon not very sharp.’ 


* Medhdtithi is responsible for taking the first item in Text 621 as meaning 
‘the stealing of cows’. The simple meaning appears to be — ‘If a man pierces the 
nostrils of a barren cow among cows belonging to a Brdhmana’. This is the 
explanation that the Chintdmani and the Ratndkara seem to favour. 

In the case of a sword stolen under normal circumstances, the penalty would 
be a fine ; but if it is stolen at the time when an enemy is near at hand and ready 
to strike, the penalty shall be nothing short of death. Similarly in the case of a 
medicine, if it is stolen at a time when it is most needed for saving the life of a 
patient, the penalty shall be very much heavier than what it would be if it were 
stolen at other times — (Medhdtithi). 

{ The reading of the printed text is corrupt ; the sentence should read as — 
' Karituragau atyantdpalcrstav vrddho gavh ashvo vd agunavdn'. 
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That is, one of his feet should be lopped off with a blunt spade or 
some such weapon. 

Manu (8.342) — 

[620] ‘One who chains the imchained, or unchains the enchained, — or 
takes away a slave, a horse or a chariot, — ^incurs the guilt of a thief.' 

If one, with a view to steal them, chain.s those that are unchained, — 
or unchains those that have been enchained, — or takes away a slave or a 
horse or a chariot, — should be punished like a thief. * 

Manu (9.277) — 

[630] ‘Of the man who unties the knot (of cattle), the King should have 
two fingers cut off on the first conviction; a hand and a foot on the 
second conviction; and on the third conviction, he deserves to be put 
to death.’ 

For the purpose of stealing an animal, if a man imties the knot of the 
rope with which the animal is tied, his two fingers shall be cut off, on the 
first conviction ; on the second conviction, his hand and foot shall be cut off ; 
and on the third conviction, he should be killed. •]• 

Ydjhamlkya (2.274) — 

[631] ‘The Lifter and the CtU-knot should have their Hand-pincer cut off.’ 

That is, one who, with a view to steal cattle, collects them or imties 
their knots, should have his Thumb and the Forefinger cut off. 

Bfhaapati [Manu 8.320] — 

[632] ‘For one who steals ten Jars of grain, there shall be immolation; in 
other oases, the thief should be made to pay eleven times as much as 
fine, and also to make good the loss to the owner.’ 

According to the Ratndkara and other authorities — 12 Praertis (Handfuls) 
make one Kvdavai 4 Kudavas make 1 Prastha (Seer); and 20 Seers make one 
Kumbha (Jar); — such a ‘Jar’, by the measure of a man’s food, is called 
‘Khari’ among Maithilas. — A man who steals more than this ‘Jarful’ of grain 
should be put to death. — If he steals less than a ‘Jarful’, he should be made 
to give to the owner an equal quantity of grain, and also a fine to the King, 
which shall be eleven times the stolen quantity. 

Others, however, have defined the 'Kumbha' as follows — 


♦ 'Hanta' is the reading adopted by Chintamani, which explains it as 'vindshi' ; 
though the reading in Manu’s text is 'hartd', so also in Chintamani MS. a, and in 
VivddMratndkara. This also appears to be the right reading, as the text occurs in 
the section on 'Theft'. We have therefore stretched the meaning of the term 
'vindshV, as occurring in the Chintamani, and taken it to mean ‘stealer’. The 
stealing or taking away of the slave and the horse has been explained by Medhdtithi in 
the sense of enticing away, — the slave by placing before him the prospect of a 
happier life, and the horse by presenting before him a mare. — Medhatitki notes the 
explanation provided by ‘some one’, of the term ' ashvaratha' as the chariot-maker, 
who is taken as including all kinds of artisans and mechanics. 

f ‘ Crranihibheda’ has been variously explained: — The Mitdksard explains it as 
out-purse-, Medhdtithi as ‘one who opens the knots of bundles of cloth’; he also 
suggests another meaning — the man who has been caught and tied up, if he loosens 
the knot of his bondage and tries to sluik away’. [See next text from 
Ydjhavalkya which contains the same term.] 

In some places we find the reading 'angulih' (Plural) in place oi'angulV (Dual) ; 
in the former case, all the fingers are to be cut off ; under the latter, only two — the 
Thumb and the Index-finger — according to Vivddaratndkara, p. 321 and Viramitro- 
daya, p. 494. 
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[633] ‘As measures of grain, 4 Palas make 1 Kudava, 4 Kvdavaa make 
1 Prasiha, 4 Praslhas make 1 A<fhaka, 4 Adhakas make 1 Drona ; 

[634] ‘ 16 Droryxs make 1 Khdri, 20 Drama make 1 Kumbha (Jar), and 10 
Kumbhaa make 1 Vdha.' 

[635] ‘If the cultivator has been at fault, his fine shall be ten times his share ; 
half of this shall be the fine imposed if the loss has been due to the 
fault of the cultivator’s labourer, without knowledge of the cultivator 
himself ’ — {Manu 8.243). 

When the owner of the land has made over the land for cultivation 
to a cultivator, on a definite agreement regarding their respective shares in 
the produce, — and there is some loss due to the remissness of the cultivator, 
this latter will have to pay as fine which shall be ten times his share in the 
produce; if however, the loss has been due to the fault of the labourers 
employed by the cultivator, tliis latter has to pay a fine equal to five times 
Ids share. — ^These fines go to the King; as for the owner of the land, he gets 
his own share of the produce from the cultivator.* 

With reference to Wooden Articles, etc. Narada says — 

[636] ‘In the case of articles weighed by scales, — of those that are measmed, 
and of those that are counted, — if they are of superior value, — the 
fine shall be ten times the value of the article stolen.’ 

'Weighed by scales' — such as Camphor; — 'Measured ' — such as Grains; — 
'Counted' — e.g. Oardamum and nuts, etc.; — if these are of superior value — as 
compared to the Wooden Box, etc. So the meaning is that if there is stealing 
of things weighed, measured or counted, — which are more valuable than wooden 
articles, — the fine shall be ten times their value. 

Says Manu (8.321-322) — 

[637] ‘In the case of articles weighed by scales — such as gold and silver, — 
and also in the case of clothes of good quality — if more than a hundred 
are stolen, there should be immolation ; — 

[638] ‘if more than fifty are stolen, the hands should be cut off; in other 
cases, the King shall inflict a fine eleven times the value of what is 
stolen.’ 

[a) Of gold and silver, if more than 100 Kansas is stolen, — or if of clothes, 
worth more than a hundred, is stolen, — the stealer shall suffer death. (6) If 
he steals, of the same tilings, more than fifty, his liands should be cut off. 
(c) If he steals the things worth less than fifty, — he should be made to pay 
ten times the value of the things stolen. — ^There is to be restoring of the 
stolen articles in all the three cases. 

Shankha — 

[639] ‘For stealing gold, silver and gems, corporeal punishment or cutting 
off of limbs.’ 


* The explanation provided by Hcddyudha, us noted in VivddaratnSkara (p. 322) 
is different — ‘ If there has been loss due to the fault of the owner of the land then he 
shall be fmed ten times of the share due to the King, but if the loss has been due to 
the fault of his labourers, his fine shall be half of it’. — ^This is in accordance with 
Medhatithi. 
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For stealing a small quantity of gold or silver, the thief should be freely 
beaten; if it is less then his ear should be cut off.* * * § 

Fisnu (6.87) — 

[640] ‘The stealer of gems should suffer the highest amercement.’ 

That is, one who steals gems of the inferior kind is to be fined 1,000 
Panas.'f 

Shankha — 

[641] ‘For stealing ploughing implements, 108, — ^in accordance with the 
time.’ 

That is, if one steals the implements, during the times of cultivation, 
he should be fined 108. 

Manu (8.331) — 

[642] ‘For stealing husked grains, or vegetables, roots or fruits,~there 
shall be a fine of 100 in a case where the offender is not a relative, and 
60 when he is a relative.’ 

When small quantities of husked grains lying in the threshing yard, — 
or vegetables, roots or fruits, — are stolen, — and the stealer is not some one 
related to the owner, he shall be fined 100; but if he is related to the owner, 
he shall be fined only 60. t 
Again Manu (8.330) — 

[643] ‘For stealing flowers, green corns, shrubs, creepers, trees and small 
quantities of unhusked grains, — ^the fine shall be 6 Kr^rMlaa' 

When there is theft of Kummbha, etc., and of ‘ green corns' — i.e. corn- 
blades in the shape of fodder — and of small quantities of unhusked com- 
blskles lying in the yard, — or of shmbs, creepers and trees, — ^there shall be a 
fine of a Md^a of Gold . § 

Vgdsa — 

[644] ‘For stealing small quantities of grain, or millc, or milk-products, — 
the thief should be made to make over an equal quantity to the owner, 
and double of it as fine to the King.’ 


* The reading both in the printed Edition and Ma is defective. The explanation 
provided in Vivddaratndkara (p. 324) is as follows — ‘corporeal pimishment’ — 
beating; — ‘limbs’ — ear, etc. This refers to cases where the value of the stolen 
property is less than 60 ; and also where the thief is very poor. 

f According to Vivddaratndkara (p. 324), this refers to cases where the culprit 
is one on whom the death-penalty cannot be inflicted, but is rich enough to pay a 
heavy fine. 

I MedhMithi notes several interpretations of this text, based upon the significa- 
tion of the terms ‘aanvaya’ and ‘ niranvaya’ i — (1) 'anvaya' is affectionate apology, 
in some such terms as ‘I took away these grains because I thought that what 
was yours was mine also, — if you do not think so, then please take this back’. — 
(2) 'Anvaya' is relationship ; so that if there is no relationship between the owner and 
the stealer. — (3) 'Anvaya' is keeper or guard-, so that when the grain is in charge 
of a keeper, it is ' Sdnvaya’ . 

The punishment here laid down is for stealing grains from the Threshing Yard ; 
in the case of stealing them from the store-room, the punishment shall be eleven 
times the value of the grain stolen, as laid down in Manu 8.321-322. 

§ The 'Krsnala' is a coin of various denominations, made of different materials; 
the exact fine therefore shall be determined in each case by the value and utility of 
the article stolen; but the Ancients have held that the Krsnala is of gold only — 
(Medhdtithi). 

9 
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Manu (8.326-329)— 

[646] ‘In the case of the theft of yams, cotton, fermenting drug, cowdung, 
molasses, curds, milk, skimmed curd, water and grass ; — 

[646] ‘ of vessels made of bamboos or cane — as also of salts, earthenware, 
earth and ashes; — 

[647] ‘ of fish, birds, oils, clarified butter, meat, honey, and other animal- 
products ; — 

[648] ‘ spirituous Uquors, cooked rice and all kinds of fruit, — the fine shall 
be double the value of the thing stolen.’ 

This applies to cases where small quantities of yam, etc. have been 
stolen. 

[649] ‘If these things are stolen after they have been refined and are ready 
for use, one who steals them shall be fined by the King 100; — as also one 
who steals fire from the house ’ — (Manu 8.333). 

The yams and other things when they have been refined and ready for 
use. — 'Fire' — installed according to Shraula or Smdrta rites.* 

Ndrada — 

[660] ‘ For stealing wooden vessels, grasses and such things, or earthenware 
or vessels made of bamboo and cane, — ^leather-thongs, bones and skins, — 
vegetables, fresh roots, flowers or froits, — milk and milk products, salt 
and oil, cooked food, prepared food, wines, cooked rice, — and all things 
of small value, — the fine shall be double the value of the thing stolen.’ 

This refers to cases where large quantities of wood, etc. are stolen. 
Manu (8.319)— 

[661] ‘When one steals the rope and the water-pot from the well, — or damages 
the water-drinking booth, — ^he should be punished with a fine of 1 Md§a 
and should replace the article to its place.’ 

The term ‘rajjughatam' is a Samdhara-Dvandva compound. The 
meaning is that if one steals the rope or the water-pot from a well, .should 
restore it to the well, and should pay the fine of 1 Mdsa ; which is to be paid 
also for the damaging of a water -drinking booth. 

Vimu — 

[662] ‘For stealing things which have not been mentioned specifically, the 
thief [should be made to pay] their price.’ 

The words ‘should be made to pay’ has to be added. 

Ndrada — 

[663] ‘The penalties that have been ordained in regard to the three kinds of 
Vioknee may be inflicted in the case of the stealing of the three kin ds of 
things.’ 

This rule applies to the case of those unspecified things — belonging to 
the three kinds of (1) high, (2) middle, and (3) low. 


♦The ‘fire’ meant here is — (a) that kindled for cooking meals, or (6) that 
kindled in connection with the Agnihotra-oSeiinge, or (o) that which has been 
set up, without consecration, for the comfort of the cold-stricken poor — (Medhatithi). 
9B 
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Katydyana — 

[664] ‘By whatever limb the thief injures a man, that limb the King shall 
cut off; so that he may not repeat the offence.’ 

Brhaspati — 

[656] ‘If a man, without permission of the owner, takes away grass or wood 
or fruit or flower, — he should have his hand cut off.’ 

This applies to eases where the grass, etc. belong to owners of specially 
superior classes. 

Ootama — 

[656] ‘No corporeal punishment shall be inflicted on the Brahmana, He 
may be boycotted, or publicly disgraced, or banished or branded. — If he 
has no livelihood, he should perform expiations.’ 

‘ Karmiviyoga’ , ‘Boycotting’, — i.e. no business shall be done with a 
BrSfimana-thiefi — ‘ Vikhydpana’, ‘Public Disgrace’, — his being a thief being 
made known by parading him seated on a donkey ; — ‘ Fivosana’, ‘Banishment’, 
— tiirning him out of the country; — ‘ Ankakarana' , ‘Branding’ — ^branding 
him on the forehead with the mark of a thief. — ‘If he has no livelihood, he 
should perform expiations'-, — even when the Brahmana takes to stealing 
because he has no other livelihood, he shall not be punished with having 
his hands cut off and so forth ; he should be made to restore the stolen goods 
and to perform the expiatory rite prescribed for stealing. 

Apastamba — 

[667] ‘In the case of Man -slaughter. Theft, and Taking away of Land [the 
Brahmana should have his eyes taken out].’ 

‘ Theft ’ — here stands for stealing Qold. 

In the case of these three offences. nan-Brahmanas have to be killed, — 
but the Brahmana has to have his eyes taken out. This applies to the 
case of inferior Brdhmawis. 

Narada — 

[658] ‘The property of thieves, being acquired by immoral means, consists 
of filth; hence the King shall inflict corporeal punishment on them, and 
not inflict the penalty of fine,’ 

'Them' — i.e. thieves other than Brahmanas. 

Shankha — 

[669] ‘For the Brahmana, shaving of the whole head; for others, parading 
on a donkey.’ 

This applies to the Brahmana engaged in a sacrificial performance. — 
‘Others' — K^attriya and others of the middle class. 

All thieves are first of all to be made to restore the stolen property to 
the owner, and it is only after that that the prescribed punishment shall 
be inflicted on them. 

Says Ydjhavalkya (2.270) — 

[660] ‘The thief should be made to restore the stolen goods and then to be 
punished with the various forms of corporeal punishment. If he is 
a Brahmana, he should be branded and banished.’ 

‘Branded' — on the forehead, with the mark of the female organ and 
other marks. 

This applies to the Brahmana of the middle class. 
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Says KMpaywa, in oonnectifln with Brohjmirtag — 

[©61] ‘Whether they have been cau^it with the stofen ppopsrty or not, 
if it is proved by indications that they have atstoafly committed the 
theft, — thej' shouid be deprived of their entire property ; — 

[662] ‘those who poseera good qtmlities should be kept, till death, in iron- 
chains, on low diet, and do work for the £mg; such is the opjnioa of 
KauAUea.' 

'Ho4ha' is stolen property. — ^BtdiTe. property', — this applies to the 
Brahmjiyi who is rich, but devoid of learning and character; while being 
kept in chaine, and on low diei and serving the King applies to the Brdhmam 
who is similarly devoid of lea rning and characier, and has no property.*^ 
Brhaspati (22.22) — 

[663] ‘When one endowed with character and learning has committed a theft, 
if he were imprisoned, he would stifer much; be should therefore be 
made to restore the stolen, goods to the owner and to perform expiatory 
rites.’ 

y ajUavaUcya — 

[064] ‘For the Shudra the guilt of theft is eight-fold-, for the Vaishya, sixteen- 
fold; for the Keattri/ya, thirty -two-fold; for the BrShmana, sixty -four-fold, 
or even a hundred-fold, or twice sixty -four; as he should be cognisant 
of the good and bad points of the act.’ 

The qualification 'cognisant, etc.’ is to be construed with all. 

Thus the meaning is as follows: — (a) If the theft has been committed 
by a Shudra who is cognisant of the character of the act, then the punishment 
inflicted upon him shall be eight times of what has been prescribed ; for the 
Vaishya similarly qualified, sixteen-fold ; for a K^aUriya of the same qualifica- 
tions, thirty -two times ; for a similar BrShmaixa, sixty -four times ; if the latter 
is still more qualified, it will be a hundred times; for one possessed of still 
higher qualities, a hundred and twenty -eight times. 


Semi-Thieves 

Manu says (8.340) — 

[666] ‘The Brdhrmna who receives gifts from thieves should be dealt with 
like thieves, — even though he may have earned them through sacrificing 
and teaching.’ 

Again — 

[066] ‘The King shall punish like thieves those who provide fire, food, weapons 
and shelter to thieves; as also those who help to place the booty within 
their reach ’ — {Manu 9.278).t 


* (a) If the culprit is one endowed with character and learning, he should be 
banished; — (6) if he is not so endowed, and is wealthj', his entire property shall be 
oonOscated; — (c) if he is poor and devoid of learning and character, he shall be 
imprisoned, etc. — (Vivddaralndkara, p. 331). 

f Wlien such help is given through fear or ignorance, this rule does not apply ; — 
says Vivadaraindkara (p. 339). 
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‘Fire’ — such as is helpful in stealing. — ‘Bhakta’ — food for the thieves. — 
'Weapons' — such as are helpful in stealing. — 'Avakdsha' — lodging for the 
thieves. — ' Sannidhdtrmih’ — those who place the stealer and the stolen within 
each other’s reach. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.276) — - 

[667] ‘One who knowingly provides, for the thief or for the murderer, food, 
shelter, fire, water, advice, implements or funds should suffer the highest 
amercement.’ 

The ‘fire’ and ‘water’ meant are such as help in the stealing. — 'Advice ' — 
regarding the method of stealing. — 'Implements' — ^needed for the stealing; 
such as the spade and the like. — 'Funds' — ^travelling expenses for the man 
going away with the booty. — 'Jdnatah' — i.e. knowingly. — One who does 
this should suffer the highest amercement. — One who helps the miuderer 
also in the said manner should suffer the same penalty. 

Narada — 

[668] ‘Those who provide food and shelter to operating thieves, — and also 
those who, able to catch them, let them go — shall be punished like 
thieves.’ 

Those who provide to the thief any one of these things, — and those who, 
while capable of catching them, let them go, — all these sliall be punished like 
thieves. 

[669] ‘Those who invite thieves, those who direct them, those who provide 
them with opportunities, and those who hide thdm, — all these should 
he pxmished like the thieves themselves,’ 

Those who invite (prompt) or guide the thieves, — or place them in 
favourable positions, — or hide them when they are chased by the owners 
of the stolen property, — all these are as good as thieves. 

Kdtydyana — 

[670] ‘Those who buy stolen property, and those who receive it in gift, — 
and also those who hide them, — should all be pimished like thieves.’ 

That is, one who buys stolen goods — knowing them to be as such, — 
those who receive them in gift, — and those who conceal them, — should be 
punished like the thief. 

In continuation of the word ‘should kill’, Vipiu says — 

[671] ‘Those who openly pro^^de food and shelter to thieves, — except in 
cases where the King is unable to protect his people.’ 

That is, in the event of the King being unable to suppress thieves, if one 
provides food and such things to them, in order to save himself, he does 
nothing wrong. 

Manu (9.272) — 

[672] ‘If those entrusted with the work of guarding the realm, and those 
vassals who have been ordered to assist in the work, should remain 
neutral during raids against thieves, — the King should punish them 
like thieves.’ 

That is, the man put in charge of the realm, — -as also the vassal similarly 
entrusted with its safety, — if these remain indifferent, they should be punished 
like thieves. 
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Again — 

[673] ‘If people do not hasten to assist, to the best of their power, — whenever 
a village is attacked, or a dyke is broken, or stolen goods are deteeted, 
— ^they should be banished along with their chattels ’ — (Manu 9.274). 

' OramaghdtV — ^when there is disturbance in the village; ‘ Ihltdbha'figV — 
when there is breaking of the dyke that had been set up for the protection 
of the crops; — ^where stolen goods are seen in the hands of thieves on the 
road; — ^if under such circumstances, any one does not come to the rescue 
to the best of his power, — even though he may not have been appointed to 
the work, — ^he should be banished from the realm, along with his property. 


Exceptions to ‘ Theft ’ 

Mann — 

[674] ‘If a twice-born person, running short of pro\dsion while on a journey, 
takes two sugar-cane sticks, or two roots, from another man’s field, 
he should not be punished.’ 

'K^inavrtti’ — one has no food with him for the journey. 

[676] ‘Similarly, if he takes trees, roots, fruits and fuel for the Fire, or 
, grass for the feeding of cows, — ^it is not theft — says Manu.' 

‘Fruits’ — i.e. those not gathered by others. That this is meant is clear 
from the words of Ootama — 

[676] ‘Fruits that have not been gathered.’ 

Similarly one may take fuel belonging to others, for the purpose of 
lighting the Sacrificial Fire, — or other’s grass for the feeding of cows. 

In connection with the duties of the King, says Apastamba — 

[677] ‘In villages and towns, he should post noble, honest and truthful 
persons for the protection of the people. — There should be officers under 
them with the same quahfications ; — eight miles around the town shall 
be guarded against thieves, — and two miles around a village.’ 

That is, for the protection of villages and towns, the King should 
appoint guardians of high character, with equally qualified assistants; — 
and these shall have to restore whatever may be stolen within a radius of 
four miles round the town. Similarly the man placed in charge of the 
village should restore the property stolen within the radius of two miles round 
the village. 

Says Katyayana — 

[678] ‘When a theft has been committed in a house, and the thief is not 
detected, then the stolen property should be made good by the district- 
officer, the police-officers and the detectives.’ 

The House is mentioned only as an example. What is meant is that, if 
even after search the tliief is not detected, the King shall make the officer 
in charge of the detection or the district-officer to make good the stolen 
property. 

‘Arak^alca’ is the officer known as the 'Kotavara'-, — the ‘ Deshapati' 
{Dikpala) is the officer in charge of the district. 
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Kdtydyana — 

[679] ‘Property stolen on the outskirts of the village shall be made good 
by the village -officer; what is stolen in the pasture -land should be 
made good by the owner; and what is stolen outside the pasture-land 
should be made good by the detective officer.’ 

‘Vivita’, ‘Pasture -land’ — ^i.e. Forest; — it should be made good by the 
owner, i.e, by the King himself; — ^if it has been committed, outside the 
pasture-land — i.e. in the cultivated fields, — then by the ‘detective officer’, 
who has allowed the thief to escape. 

Again — 

[680] ‘Whenever anything is stolen in the kingdom, the King himself shall 
make good the loss; and on search, if the stolen property is foimd, 
the King shall take that for himself ; — 

[681] ‘He shall try to restore to the owner an article exactly like the one 
stolen ; if that is not possible, he shall pay its price ; otherwise he incurs 
sin.’ 

‘Svarupa’ — ^the same thing. 

Says Vrddha Manu — 

[682] ‘If a portion of the stolen property has been recovered by the owner 
from a certain person, the rest of it also should be realised from him, — 
if the owner has fully established his claim.’ 

When a part of the stolen property has been recovered by the owner 
from a certain person, — the remainder also he shall obtain from that same 
person ; but only in the event of the owner claiming that remainder as his own, 
and the thief denying it, — if the owner swears to it. In case, however, there 
is no ground for realising the remainder from the man who has been suspected 
to be the thief, — ^then the aforesaid rule stands. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.173) — 

[683] ‘When a stolen or lost property is brought to the King by police- 
officers or district-officers, it shall be restored to the owner, if it is 
within a year of the theft; if it is after a year, the King himself shall 
take it.’ 

' Shaulkika' is the police-officer in charge of the safety of the realm. — 
‘Sthdnapdla’ is the officer in charge of the district. ‘Or’ indicates that no 
restriction is meant (as that these two officers alone being the persons 
bringing up the stolen or lost article). — ‘Nasta ’ — lost through carelessness; — 
'Apahrta ' — stolen by thieves. — ^Thus what is meant is as follows — ^When a 
certain thing has been lost or stolen, — and it is brought over to the King 
by some one other than its owner, — ^it should be kept by the King for one 
year; if the owner tmms up within the year, he shall receive the thing; if he 
does not, then after the year, the King of the realm shall take it for himself. 
Manu (8.34) — 

[684] ‘The property that has been lost and found shall be kept in the charge 
of vigilant men; if the King detects thieves getting at such things, he 
shall have them killed by an elephant.’ 

'Tatra', ‘at such things’ — while the property is guarded by the King’s 
officers. — ‘Ibhena’ — by an elephant. 



CHAPTER XIV 


‘Sahasa’ — Acts of Violence — Crimes 

{Note — ^There is some confusion in the use of this term ‘ Sahasa'. It is 
clear that in its exact connotation it stands for ‘acts of violence’, and 
should include all crimes. According to Mann (S.332), ‘if an act is committed 
with violence and in the presence of men, it is Sahasa’. Narada has classified 
Sa/Kiso under the five heads of (1) ‘Man-slaughter ’, (2) ‘Bobbery and Theft’, 
(3) ‘Adultery’, (4) ‘Defamation and Abuse’, and (5) ‘Hurt’. — Of these, the 
last two and the second have gone before; and the third (Adultery) is coming 
under Chapter XV ; ao the present chapter deals with all other crimes — 
including Man-slaughter.] 


On this subject, says Narada (14.1) — 

[686] ‘Whatever act is done with violence by persons inflamed with the 
pride of strength is called Sahasa, Crime, — the term being derived from 
Sahas which coimotes Violence.’ 

Again — 

[686] ‘Theft is a special form of Crime; its difference (from Crime in general) 
is thus described — while Crime consists of an attack with violence and 
force, Theft consists of an attack through fraud ’ — (Narada 14.12). 

That is, the attack that is launched with violence within cogniianoe 
of the guardian is ‘Crime’, while the attack that is made tmder ‘fraud’ — i.e. 
without cognizance (in the absence) of the guardian, is ‘Theft’. 

The various forms of Crime also have been described by Narada (14.4) — 

[687] ‘(a) Destroying, reviling, disfiguring or otherwise injuring fruits, 
roots, water and the like, — or agricultural implements; — (6) assaulting 
another man’s wife ; — and (c) offences encompassing life; — are crimes of 
(a) the lowest, (6) the middle, and (c) the highest degree respectively.’ 

In regard to (a), says Manu (?) — 

[688] ‘ Agriciiltural Implements, Dykes, Flowers, Roots and Fruits, — one 
who destroys these or steals them, should be fined 100 and more, 
according to the gravity of the ofience. — Cattle, Clothes, Food and Drinks, 
Household Implements,— one who destroys these or steals them, should 
be fined 200 and more. — ^Women and Men, Gold and Gems, Property of 
Deities and Brahmanas, Silks and other valuable things, — one who steals 
these, should be fined the value of the article, or double, — ^in accordance 
with the character of the culprit. All men who kill others should be 
put to death, in order to prevent the repetition of such Crimes.’ 

'Agricultural implemenis ' — the plough and the like. — 'Household imple- 
ments’ — ^the stone-slab and the rest. — ‘Hundred and mere’ — a Hundred 
being the minimum. 
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Narada (14.7-9, 11) — 

[689] ‘The punishment inflicted upon the culprit should be proportionate 
to the heaviness of the Crime committed; but it shall not be less than 
a Hundred for a Crime of the first degree; not less than Five Hundred 
for a Crime of the middle degree; corporeal punishment, confiscation of 
the entire property, banishment, branding and amputation of the 
offending limb are also prescribed for Crimes of the highest degree. — 

[690] ‘ The first two of these may be socially associated with after they jiave 
tmdergone the punishment; but one who has committed a Crime of the 
highest degree should not be conversed with even after having undergone 
punishment.’ 

The law briefly is as follows: — (a) If a small amount of property has 
been stolen, or destroyed, the ofiender shall be fined a hvmdred and over; — 
(b) if a field or dam or such thing is taken away, or destroyed by force, — ^the 
stealer or criminal should be made to pay to the owner of the property a 
sum equal to the price of the article; but a man of the lower class should 
be fined double; — (c) the criminal of the highest degree, — even where purified 
by the punishment, — should not be permitted to associate with people in 
any way. ' 

Says Manu (8.288) — 

[691] ‘When a man, knowingly or unknowingly, damages the goods of 
another, he shall give satisfaction to him and pay to the King a fine 
equal to it in value.’ 

Y&jnamlkya (2.230) — 

[692] ‘The taking away of what is public property is what has been called 
Crime-, the penalty fo* it is a fine which is double the amount of the 
price of the property concerned. — ^If the charge is denied, the fine is to 
be quadruple.’ 

The term ‘ Sdmdnyaprdbha’ , 'public property’, here stands for what 
belongs to another person. 

Again — 

[693] ‘For damaging a wall, the fine is 16 Panas; for cracking it, 20 Panas; 
for cutting it in two, and for pulling it down, 40 Panas each.’ 

That is, (o) for ‘damaging’- — ^i.e. for shaking and loosening, — a wall 
belonging to another person, the fine is 16 Panas; — (6) for ‘cracking’ it, — 
i.e. for loosening its cements, 20 Panas;- — and (c) for ‘cutting it in two’, 
and for ‘pulling it down’, — for both these, it is 40 Panas each.* — ^In every 
case, there is to be rebuilding of the wall, according to Manu’s doctrine 
that ‘he shall give satisfaction to the other party’ (Text 691 above). 

[694] ‘In the case of Leather and Leather-goods, as also in that of Wooden 
and day goods, the fine is five times the value of the article; so also in 
the case of Flowers, Roots and FVuits.’ 


* There is some difference of opinion in the interpretf tion of this text : According 
to Apardrka it means that — the fine for damaging the wall is 5, — for cracking it, 10, 
— for cutting in two, 20, — and the man who puUs it down should pay the cost of 
rebuilding it. — -According to the Mitdhfard, the fines for the first three acts are 10, 
16 and 20, — and for pulling down it is to be the sum total of these three, i.e. 45, 
along with the cost of rebuilding it. 




138 


VIViDAOHINTiMANI 


' Leather -goods' — e.g. Shoes. — The meaning of the first term ‘Channa’, 
‘Leather’, is quite clear. — ‘Wooden goods' — such as the pot for measming 
rice. — ‘ Clay-goods' — e.g. the Jar. 

IVhen these articles are destroyed by force, the fine shall be five times 
the value of the thing destroyed; so also in the case of flowers, roots and 
fniits. 

The fine of ‘a hundred and more’ tliat Manu has prescribed (Text No. 688) 
in connection with Flowers, etc. applies to the case of specially valuable 
flowers, etc. 

In all cases, the owner of the article has to be satisfied. 

Katyayana — 

[695] ‘If a man brings about the damage, breakage or destruction of any 
article, he should suffer the first amercement; and the article itself 
should be restored to the owner.’ 

‘Damage' — is some slight injury;— ‘SreoAjag'e’ connotes half-destruction ; 
— and ‘Destruction' connotes entue destruction. — ^The ‘article’ meant here 
is a piece of Rock-crystal and such things. — ‘Dravyabhdk, etc.' — i.e. the 
Rock-crystal itself is to be restored to the owner. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.224) — 

[696] ‘If a man throws into another man’s house such siibstances as cause 
pain and suffering, he shall be fined 16 Paruia. If he throws such things 
as are a danger to life, he should suffer the middle amercement.’ 

‘Caasing pain and suffering’ — such as Thoms. — ‘Danger to life’ — such 
as Snakes. — If one throws such things into another man’s house, — the 
former is to be fined 16 Panas, and the latter is to suffer the middle amerce- 
ment. 

Says Ft^.M (5.108) — 

[697] ‘If one demolishes a hou.se or a wall and such stractures, he should 
suffer the middle amercement and should have it repaired.’ 

That is, if a man demolishes the wall or such things in another man’s 
house, he should be made by the King to suffer the middle amercement; 
and he should also restore the wall, etc. demolished by him to its former 
condition. 

Again — 

[698] ‘If one throws into another man’s house things likely to hurt, he 
should be fined 100 Panas' — (Visnu 5.110). 

The ‘hurt’ meant here is of the very painful kind. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.232—237) — 

[699] ‘One who insults or disobeys his superiors, one who strikes his elder 
brother’s wife, one who does not deliver a message [or who does not 
give what he has promised — according to Mitdksard and ApardrkaX 
one who breaks into a sealed (locked) room, one who inflicts injury on 
his neighbovu^i, kinsmen and others, — each of these shall be fined 50 
Panas ; — 

[700] ‘One who has intercourse with a widow, without justification, one 
who does not respond to call for help, one who calls for help without 
any reason, a Chdnddla who wilfully touches superior persons, one 
who feeds Shudra mendicants at rites in honour of deities and fathers, 
one who utters an improper oath, one who does the work of experts 
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for which he is not qualified, one who has deprived trees (or v.l. hulls) 
and small animals of their ^drility, one who deals dishonestly with 
common property, one who destroys the embryo of a slave-girl, — and 
any one out of the following pairs who abandons the other without the 
latter becoming an outcast — Father and Son, two Friends, two Brothers, 
Husband and Wife, Teacher and Pupil; — each one of these shall bo 
fined 100 Panas.' 

' Arghya', ‘Superiors’ — e.g. the Preceptor; — one who does the insulting 
or disobeying of these. — ‘Striking' — ^Beating. — ‘Saudigta' — the message that 
has been sent. — ‘Sealed’— the house closed with a seal. — ‘Sdmanta’ are 
neighbours; ‘Kulika’ — ^Kinsmen; — one who does not inmte these on the 
occasion of auspicious ceremonies. — All these should be fined 60 Panas. 

‘Without justification' — i.e. without being ‘appointed’ according to law, 
if one has intercourse with a widow. — The penalty here prescribed is for the 
crime of non -appointment; that for adultery is another punishment. — ‘Cry 
for help'- — i.e. when people attacked by thieves call for help, if one does not 
‘respond’, — i.e. does not answer the cry. — ‘Improper oath’- — such as ‘I 
may. . . .Mother if I have done this’. — ‘Not qualified’ — incapable; — ‘work of 
experts’ — such as Yogic practices; — ^if a man proceeds to work for which 
he is not fit, he should be punished. — The ‘virility’ of ‘trees’ consists in 
capacity to produce fruits; — one who deprives them of this capacity, by 
means of medicines. — ‘Common property’, — one who appropriates to himself 
what really is common to others. — ^Between Father and Son, between two 
Friends, between two Brothers, between Husband and Wife, between Teacher 
and Pupil, — one who abandons the other without the latter becoming an 
outcast, which is the sole ground for abandoning, — the fine for each of these 
is 100 Papas. 

!5ays Manu (8.389) — 

[701] ‘Neither the Mother, nor the Father, nor the Wife, nor the Son deserves 
to be forsaken; one who forsakes these, unless they are outcasts, should 
be fined 600 by the King.’ * 

‘StrV — Wife; — ‘forsaking' — not feeding and maintaining in the manner 
prescribed. 

With reference to these same persons, says Shankha — 

[702] ‘One who wilfully forsakes his Son and others should suffer a fine 
of 200.’ 

The penalty prescribed by Ydjnavalkya (under Text No. 700 above) 
is meant for the ca.se of forsaking between the two relatives both of whom 
are illiterate; that laid down by Manu (Text No. 701) is meant for the case 
where between the two persons, there is wilful forsalung of the illiterate by 
the learned; while that prescribed by Shankha (Text No. 702) is for the 
case where between the two persons, there is wilful forsaking of the learned 


* As regards the Mother, Shdtdtapa has declared that 'to the Son, the Mother 
never becomes an outcast’; the ‘forsaking’ of the Mother would consist in turning 
her out of the house ; that of the outcast Wife would consist in giving up all inter- 
course with her and forbidding her to do household work; but food and clothing 
would continue to be given — (Medhdtilhi). 

According to Apardrka (p. P2.3), the punishment here prescribed is for one 
who has forsaken all the persons mentioned. 

‘Forsakes’ — i.e. omits to render the treatment that is their due. The punish- 
ment here laid down is for one who, while fully cognisant of what is right and 
wrong, forsakes any one of the persons mentioned — ( Vivddaratndkara, p. 357). 
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by the illiterate. — Similarly there may be assumed the jsenalty as between- 
two learned persons. 

Shankha — 

[703] ‘For ill-treating one’s Father, Mother or Teacher, — ^there should be 
cutting off of the limb.’ 

That is, that limb should be cut off with which he strikes. 

Vi^nu (6.98-102) — 

[704] ‘One who insults a Brahmaim by offering him something imeatable 
should be fined 16 Suvarnas-, one who offers him such food as would 
deprive him of his caste should be fined 100 Suvarnas; for offering 
spirituous liquor, one shall be put to death. — For one who insults a 
Kfattriya in the same manner, the fine shall be half; half of that again 
for insulting a Vaiahya.' 

‘Uneatable ' — e.g. Ordure. — ‘As would deprive him of his caste’ — e.g. 
Garlic. — ‘ Surd ’ is well known- — ‘ Tadardham ’ — ^the pronoun ‘tat’ stands for 
what has gone immediately before. 

This rule is meant for cases where the Brdhmam and others insulted are 
possessed of very high qualifications. 

Says Ydjnavalkya (2.296) — 

[706] ‘For insulting a Brdhmarta by offering him what is uneatable, the 
fine is the highest amercement; for instil ting a K^aUriya, the middle 
amercement; for insulting a Vaiahya, the lowest amercement; and half 
of that for insulting a Shudra.’ 

The nulk of the Kapild cow would be ‘what is uneatable’ for the Shudra. 
— ‘Half of that ’ — i.e. 126 Punas. 

This is for cases where the Brahma^ and the rest are of the inferior 
order. 

Manu (?) — 

[706] ‘One who makes a Vaiahya or a Kfattriya or a Brdhmana eat or drink 
what should not be eaten or drunk should suffer the lowest, the 
middle or the highest amercement, respectively; and in the case of 
the Shudra, the fine should be 64 Panaa only.’ 

This applies to the very inferior class of Shudra. The rest is parallel 
to what has been declared by Tdjnavalkya (Text No. 706 above). 

Vipiu (6.173) — 

[707] ‘One who eats such food as leads to loss of caste should be banished.’ 

That is, the Brdhmana who, of his own accord, eats such things as 
Garlic and the like, should be banished from the cormtry. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.300) — 

[708] ‘One who declares his wife’s paramow to be a thief should be fined 600; 
if he receives a bribe from him and allows him to escape, he should 
be fined eight times that amount.’ 

When a man is caught in one’s house who is really the paramour of a 
lady of the house, — but for fear of family-scandal, the master of the house 
declares liim to be a thief and conceals the fact of his being a paramour, — 
— such a master shall be fined 600. If he accepts a bribe from the man thus 
caught, and lets him go, he should be fined eight times 600. — Others hold 
that the fine is to be eight times the amount received as bribe. 
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Again — 

{709] ‘One who sells clothes obtained from dead bodies, one who strikes his 
Teacher, one who rides on the King’s conveyance, or sits on tho King’s 
seat,— should suffer the middle amercement ’ — (Ydjiiavalkya 2.302). 

‘Clothes, etc.’ — i.e. the piece of cloth in which the dead body had been 
wrapped ; one who sells it, without saying that it is so. — 'Rides or sits, etc. ’ — 
i.e. without the King’s permission. 

Manu (9.290) — 

[710] ‘In all cases of Malevolent Rites, the fine shall be 200; as also in the 
case of magic spells by persons not related, and also in that of various 
kinds of sorcery.’ 

[711] ‘For adulterating unadulterated commodities, and for breaking and 
wrongly boring gems,f — the penalty is the lowest amercement ’ — (Manu 
9.286). 

[712] ‘If a man of low caste, through greed, subsists by the occupations 
of his superiors, — the King shall deprive him of his property and 
immediately banish him.’ 

(a) 'Malevolent rites’— e..g. when one performs the Shyena sacrifice with a 
view to bringing about the death of some one who has done him no wrong;' — 
(6) when one undertakes the treatment of diseases without being an expert; — 
(c) when one performs such improper acts of sorcery as making a man run 
away and the like; — for all this the fine is 200. 

(a) When one who mixes an inferior substance with a superior substance 
and thereby reduces the quality of the latter; — (5) one who pierces a gem 
which cannot be pierced, or (c) even the gem that can be pierced, if he 
pierces in a wrong place; for each of them the fine is 260. 

When e.g. the Shudra makes a living by the occupation of the Kfattriya, 
— his punishment is that he should have all his property confiscated and 
then banished. 

Ydjhavalkya (2.303) — 

[713] ‘If a Shudra makes a living by representing himself as a Brdhmana, 
he should be fined 800.’ 

That is, one who makes a living by disgxusing himself through wearing 
the marks of the Brdhmana. 

Manu (9.286) — 

[714] ‘One who destroys a crossing, a flag, a pole or images, shall repair 
the whole of it and pay a fine of 600.’ 

'Samkrama’ — ^known as'Sdkama’ (or Shako) [a contrivance by which men 
cross over water-ways — -according to Medhdtithi]; — ‘flag’ — the Flag with the 
insignia of the Garuda-bird, set up in honour of the Deity. — ‘Pole’ — as 


* ‘ Malevolent rites ’, — i.e. encompassing death by means of incantations and 
such other means. If any one performs such a rite, the fine shall be 200, if the 
death aimed at does not come about ; in case the death does come about, the punish- 
ment shall be the same as in the case of Manslaughter — (Medhatithi), 

f Gems have been classed as ‘good’, ‘bad’ and ‘indifferent’; the punishment 
therefore shall be regulated in accordance with the class to which the gem in question 
may belong. In the case of ‘bad gems’ the fine shall be the lowest amercement; 
in the case of ‘ indifferent gems ’, it shall be the middle amercement ; and in the case 
of ‘good gems’, the highest amercement — (Medhdtithi). 
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indicating the market-place, etc. — 'Images' — of Deities [crude images — 
according to Vivddaratndkara, p. 364] ; — if one breaks any one of these, he 
should be fined 500. 

Katyayana — 

[716] ‘One who steals, breaks or bums the image of deities, — or demolishes 
a temple, — should suffer the first amercement.’ 

Visnu (6.174) — 

[716] ‘One who sells rmeatable food or such things as should not be sold, — 
or breaks the image of a deity, — should suffer the highest amercement.’ 

In this connection, the higher or lower amoimt of fine is to be imposed 
in accordance with the superior or inferior quality of the image concerned. 
Shankha — 

[717] ‘For the demolition of images, gardens, wells, bridges, flags, dykes, 
or drinking pits, — the offender should be made to rebuild and repair 
them, and also to pay a fine of 800.’ 

‘Niparta’, ‘Drinking Pit’ — is the place set up near wells for cattle to 
drink water from. — When any one of these seven things is demolished, — the 
man who demolishes them should repair them and bring them up to the same 
condition as before; and he shall also pay a fine of 800 Panas.* 

In continuation of the word — ‘he should be put to death’ — says Vimu — 

[718] ‘Those who break dykes,’ 

This applies to the case of very extensive dykes and dams. 

In continuation of the word — ‘cutting off of the limbs of the body’, — 
says Shankha — 

[719] ‘For breaking a tank or a well or a pond or a drinking pit, — for 
spoiling a path or a liquid substance, — and for BpoUing a girl who is 
not a slave by giving her to a slave’. 

‘Spoiling of the path’ — by spreading thorns and sharp nails; — ‘spoiling 
of a liquid substance’ — by throwing poison into it; — and for spoiling a 
girl who is not a slave by giving her to a slave and thus reducing her status ; — 
— one who does this there should be death or the cutting off of a limb. 
Ydjhavalkya (2.278-279) — 

[720] ‘A woman who has administered poison, or set fire, — or has killed a 
man, or has broken a dam — shall have a piece of stone tied round her 
neck and drowned in water; — provided she is not with child.’ 

That is, a woman who has administered poison, — or has set fire to a 
house, — or has killed a man, — or has broken a dam, — ^if she is not with 
child, — she shall have stone tied round her neck and drowned in water. 
Again — 

[721] ‘A woman who is very unchaste, — one who has killed her husband or 
elder or child, — shall have her ears, hands and nose cut off and then 
gored to death by bulls ’ — {Yajnavalkya 2.278-279). 

The woman who is uncommonly unchaste, — ^who has encompassed the 
death of her husband or father and other elders or her own child, — should 
first have her ears, hands and nose cut off, and then gored to death by bulls. 


* This fine of 800 is to be imposed in the case of images of superior quality ; 
for ordinary images the fine shall be 500 (see Text No. 714 above). 
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Again — 

[722] ‘Those -who set fire to fields, houses, forests, pasture-lands or threshing 
yards, — and one who has intercourse with the King’s wife, — shall be 
burnt in burning mats ’ — (Y ajnavallcya 2.282). 

That is, one who sets fire to any of the six things mentioned — Fields 
and the rest, — as also one who has intercourse with the King’s wife — should 
be burnt in burning reeds.* 

Manu (9.289) — 

[723] ‘One who demolishes the wall, or fills up the ditch, or breaks up the 
gates, shall be instantly killed.’ f 

The King shall immediately kill the man who has demolished the wall 
protecting the city, or the protective ditch surrounding it, or the gateway 
(in the walls).]; 

[724] ‘Those who rob the King’s Treasury, those who are disaffected towards 
him,§ and those who conspire with his enemies, — the King shall strike 
with various forms of punishment.’ 

Ydjnavalkya (?) — 

[725] ‘One deserving death may pay a fine of a hiuidred Suvartvxs; one 
deserving the cutting off of limbs may pay a fine of half that amount ; 
and one deserving banishment, a line of 25.’ 

That is, when a Brdhmaifa has committed a crime for which the penalty 
prescribed is death, he should (instead) be fined 100 Suvanyaa; and so on. 
Again — 

[726] ‘Those wicked -minded officials who receive bribes from men on 
business should have their entire property confiscated and be banished ’ 
—{Manu, 7.124). 

[727] ‘If the King’.s officers, gloaming in the fire of wealth, hamper the 
business of suitors, — the King should confiscate their entire property ’ — 
{Manu 9.231). 

‘ Kdryibhyah’ , ‘men on business’, — ^i.e. men who have cases in the 
Court-. — ‘ Kdryindm’ , ‘Suitors’ — ^i.e. Plaintiffs and Defendants. 

Ydjnavalkya (?) — 

[728] ‘Through spies, the King shall find out all about the doings of the 
State-officials, and shall honour the honest and strike the dishonest 
among them. 

[729] ‘Those found to be addicted to bribery, he shall dispossess of all 
belongings and banish. He shall always make Vedio Scholars to live in 
his kingdom, honouring them with gifts and proper respect.’ 


* ‘Fields’ — i.e. those with ripe corns standing; — 'Forests ’ — or gardens — 
{Miidksard). 

t Another reading for ‘pramdpayet ', kill, is ‘ vivdsayet ’, banish. 

i The right reading ‘ nagarddydahrayasya prdcMrasya parikhdydh ’ is supplied 
by Ma, 

^‘Disaffected’ — e.g. those who obstruct the King’s efforts to import rare 
articles, such as the coal-black horse, which is rare for Easterners, or the elephant, 
which is rare for Northerners; — or try to turn his friends into enemies, and so 
forth. The punishment need not be Death in all these oases — {Medhdtithi), 
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Again — 

[730] ‘An officer who imprisons a man who (being guiltless) should not be 
imprisoned, or lets go a guilty person, or lets go an accused person 
without trial, shall suffer the highest amercement ’ — {Ydjnavalkya 2.243). 

If an officer imprisons a person who has been found to be guiltless and 
therefore not to be imprison^, — or lets go a guilty person who should be 
imprisoned, — or either imprisons or lets go a man who has not been tried, 
and in regard to whom it has not been decided whether he is guiltless or 
guilty, — he should be fined 1,000 Panaa.* 

Vimu — 

[731] ‘If an officer remits the fine of a guilty person, he should be made to 
pay double the amount of the fine ; so also the wicked officer who punishes 
men who do not deserve punishment.’ 

If the man in charge of criminal work acquits the guilty, and does not 
punish him, — or punishes the guiltless who should not be pimisbed, — he 
should be fined double the amoimt of the fine concerned. 

Kdtydyana — 

[732] ‘Those who are addicted to sports reserved for the King, — or make 
a Uving by having recourse to the King’s functions, — or talk Ul of the 
King, — should be put to death.’ 

[733] ‘Those who imitate the King, — or are too much addicted to amusements, 
—or levy extortionate demands, — or misappropriate the royal dues, — 
should suffer various forms of death.’ 

That is, (o) those who, without the permission of the King, dress like 
him, — (6) who are addicted to witness dancing and other amusements, to 
the detriment of State-business, — those who realise from the people an 
extortionate amount of royal dues, far above the normal, — or those who 
steal the King’s wealth, — all these should be put to death in various ways. 

In continuation of the term ‘should be put to death’, FiswM says — 

[734] ‘Those who, not belonging to the royal family, aspire to the kingdom.’ 

' Akulindh ’ — bom in a family to which the King does not belong. 
Ydjnatxiikya (2.204) — 

[736] ‘If one enters in a Royal Warrant something more or less (than what 
has been ordered by the King), — or if one lets go an adulterer or a 
thief, — ^he shoiild suffer the highest amercement.’ 

'R(yyal Warrant ’, — to the effect that ‘so much is to be given’ or ‘so 
much is to be realised’ and so forth. 

Shankha — 

[736] ‘If one forges a royal warrant, — or disobeys a royal command, — or 
makes use of false scales, weights and measures, — he should suffer 
death or the cutting off of a hmb.’ 

(o) One who gives out as a royal command what the King has not 
commanded, — (6) one who acts against the King’s orders, — (c) one who 


• This explanation is in accordance with Apardrka; according to the Mitdksara, 
there are only two offences mentioned here — (1) imprisoning the guiltless, ‘ and 
(2) letting go the accused without trial.— In either case, the Mitdksara adds the 
qualifying clause, ‘ if done without the King’s orders 
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deals with false scales and false weights — like the Seer, etc. — ^he should be 
put to death or a limb should be cut off. 

This option has been proscribed in view of the varying degrees of the 
seriousness of the offence. 

With reference to a very trivial offence of this kind, Katydyana says — 

[737] ‘If a man makes use of false weights and measures, or of false coins, — 
he should suffer the highest amercement.’ 

'Highest ’ — i.e. 1,000 Panas. 

Manu (9.232) — 

[738] ‘Forgers of royal edicts, those who bring false charges against the 
State, slayers of infants and Brdhmanas, and those serving liis enemies — 
the King shall put to death.’ 

'Edict' here stands for the orders of the King. — 'Prakrti', 'State’, stands 
for the Ministers-, those who bring false charges against them, attributing 
to them faults that have no existence.* — ‘ Those serving his enemies' , — ^i.e. 
those who serve people inimical to the King. — ^AU these the King shall 
put to death. 

Vi^nu — 

[739] ‘Master, Minister, Ally, Treasury, People, Fort and Army constitute 
the State; those who vitiate these should be put to death.’ 

The term 'daii4a’ in this text stands for the Army . — The State consists 
of the seven factors here enumerated. If any one vitiates — ^brings false 
charges against — any one of these, he should be put to death. 

Ydjrtavalkya (2.277) — 

[740] ‘For striking a man with a weapon, and for causing abortion, — the 
punishment is the highest amercement; the highest or the lowest 
amercement for the killing of a man or woman.’ 

For merely striking a man with a weapon, — and for causing abortion 
in a woman other than the Brdhmana , — ^the fine is 1,000 Panas. 

'Highest or lowest ’ — ^the option is in view of the high or low qualities of 
the person killed.f 
Says Ushanas — 

[741] ‘For causing abortion by means of labour and exertion, the lowest 
amercement; for causing it by means of medicines, the middle amerce- 
ment; and for causing it by striking, the liighest amercement.’ 

' Pariklesha’ — is causing over-exertion; — 'by medicine' — by administering 
medicines; — or by ‘striking’,— if one brings about abortion, his punishment 
shall be the lowest, the middle and the highest amercements, respectively. 


* MedJidtithi explains ‘prakrtlndm dusakan' as ‘sowers of disaffection among the 
people’. 

f Whether it is to be ‘highest’ or ‘lowest’ shall depend upon the chari cter 
of the person killed — (Mitdksard) ; — ^it is to be ‘ highest ’ for killing a man and ‘ lowest ’ 
for killin g 8 woman — {Apcurdrka). 

‘Causing abortion’ — This refers to coses other than those of the slave-girl or 
the Brahma^ woman, for which two cases, other penalties have been laid down : 
in the case of the pregnant slave-girl the penalty is a fine of 100 Panas, and in that 
of the pregnant Brdhmana woman, the punishment is the same as that for killing 
a Brdhmana — (Mitdksard). 

lo 
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[742] 'Crime has been declared to be of five kinds; of these, murder has been 
regarded as the worst; those who have committed it should not be 
pimishcd with a fine, they should bo put to death ’ — {Brhaspati 22.29). 

‘Those who commit it’ — ^i.e. those who commit murder. 

In regard to murder also, the same authority makes the following 
distinction — 

[743] ‘There are open murderers and secret miu-derera ; in the case of both, the 
King shall avoid downright execution and put them to death by means 
of tortiu^s of various kinds.’ 

‘ Sarny ag-vadha’ — beheading straight-ofi. — The men should be deprived 
of life by means of several kinds of tort\are. 

Kdtydyana also — 

[744] ‘In the case of murder, one who commits it should be put to an 
abnormal form of death.’ 

And again — 

[745] ‘Either for the sake of friendship, or for the sake of making money, 
the King who desires the good of his people should never let go the 
crimmals, who are a source of danger to all living beings. If a King, 
through greed or fear, omit to strike the evil-doers, his kingdom shall 
be ruined and he himself shall fall off from kingship.’ 

[746] ‘That man is a crbninal who, through anger or some such cause, kills 
others by means of imprisonment, fire, poison or weapons.’ 

Baudhdyana — 

[747] ‘For killing a Brdhmana, the K^attriya and others shall be put to death, 
after their entire property has been confiscated. — Among the Ksattriya 
and other castes, for killing one of the same or a lower caste, the penalty 
imposed shall be in accordance with the strength and capacity of the 
murderer. — If a Brdhmana kills a Ksattriya he shall surrender to the 
King a thousand cows and a bull; if he has killed him in revenge, he 
shall pay a fine of 100. If he kills a Vaishya, he shall surrender a hundred 
cows ; if a Shudra, ten cows ; — a bull being given in every case. The same 
for killing a woman or a cow, except when the woman killed was m her 
courses. For killing a milch cow and a calf, one should perform the 
Chandrdyana Penance.— For killing a woman in her courses, the punish- 
ment is the same as that for kilting a Ksattriya. For killing a Bhdsa. 
Ilamsa, Barhi, Chakravdka, Baldkd,' Kdka, Vluka, Manfiuka, Nakida, 
Bherlka and Babhrti, — the penalty is the same as that for killing a 
Shudra.' 

If a man belonging to the Ksattriya or the Vaishya or the Shudra caste 
kills a BrdhmarM, — he shall have all his property confiscated and then 
killed. — ‘Tesdnt’ — ^i.e. those same, belonging to the Ksattriya and other 
castes, — 'Tulya' — of the same caste; ‘apakrsta’ — of a lower caste. — 'Yathd- 
shakti’ — in accordance with his strength. — ' Yathdbakim’ — according to his 
capacity to pay, the penalty may be the highest, middle oi lowest amercement. 
— ^The particle ‘cha’ is meant to indicate that corporal punishment may bo 
inflicted. — ‘ Ksattriya etc.' — If a Brdhtrtana kills a Ksattriya, he should 
surrender a thousand cows with a bull; if he kills a Vaishya, a hundred cow.= 

lOB 
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with a biill; if he lulls a Shiidra, ten cows with a bull. — This last penalt 5 ' 
for killing a Shudra is also to be inflicted for lulling a woman other than one 
in hor courses, and also for lulling a cow other than the milch cow and the 
calf. — 'Aireyi' is woman in her comses; and for lulling her, the pimislurnent 
is the same as that for killing a Ksatlriya. — ‘Bherika’ is what is known as 
' Chhuchchhundari' (Musk-rat). — ‘Babhru' is the ordinary mongoose; — 

‘ Nakula ’ is the aquatic mongoose (the Beaver).— The phrase ‘and others’ is 
meant to include othei animals. 

Brhaspati — 

[748] ‘ When several persons, in rage, strike a single man, the responsibility 
for his death rests upon one who struck the fatal blow, and it is he who 
has been declared to be the murderer-, among these, the man who struck 
the fatal blow shall be made to pay the fine prescribed; — the first striker 
and his associates shall suffer half of that penalty; — the exact punish- 
ment shall be determined after carefully considering the seriousness or 
otherwise of the wound, the vital character of the place wounded, the 
strength (of the men) and the repetition of the blows, as indicated by the 
marks.’ 

The penalty prescribed for ‘murder’ shall be inflicted upon the man who 
struck the fatal blow; only half of it each, upon the first striker and his 
associates. — For the purpose of determining who struck the fatal blow, 
there should be examination of the seriousness of the wound, etc. etc.; that is, 
the grievousness or simplicity of the wound, the ‘strength’ of the men, — as 
shown by their proximity or otherwise to the part of the body wounded, 
and also the repetition of the blows. 

Ndrada (14.9) — 

[749] ‘This gradation of punishments has been ordained for all men without 
distinction, with the exception of corporal punishment for the Brdhniaifa; 
a BrdhmaxM should not suffer corporal pimishment; his punishment 
consists in shaving of the head, banishment from the city, branding on 
the forehead with the mark of his crime and parading him on an ass.’ 

In connection with Crime and Theft, says Yama — 

[750] ‘For the Brdhmana, there is no corporal punishment. He shall be 
imprisoned in a well -guarded prison and given food; or he shall be tied 
up with a rope and compelled to work, even of the lowest kind, for a 
month or a fortnight, in accordance with the nature of his offence.’ 

Ydjnavalkya (2.231) — 

[751] ‘One who gets a crime committed by another person should be made 
to pay double the fine prescribed for that crime. — One who incites some 
one to commit a crime, saying — shall pay all that you may incur by 
doing this act, — shall pay four times that fine.’ 

‘ One who indies, etc. etc .' — ‘ Whatever liabilities you may incur in connec- 
tion with this act, I shall pay, so you go and do it’ — one who incites a man 
to commit a crime by saying this should suffer foiu times the penalty pre- 
scribed for that crime. 

Kdtydyana — 

[762] ‘He who initiates the act, he who helps him, he who shows the way, he 
who provides shelter, he who supplies weapons and food to miscreants, — 
he who advises them to fight, and incites them to kiU, he who overlooks the 
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act, — he who speaks of the faults of the man to be attacked, oven though 
not employed for this purpose, — ^he who abets the perpetrator of the 
crime, he who does not prevent the crime, even though capable of doing 
so, — aU these are perpetrators of the crime and should be punished 
proportionately in accordance with their capacity and strength.’ 

‘Arambha etc .' — (1) Having come to know that a certain person is going 
to commit a crime, if one incites and (2) helps him to do it,- — or (3) offers 
him advice that makes that act easy, — (4) one who provides the miscreant 
with (5) shelter, or (6) with suitable weapons, or with food, — or (7) incites him 
to fight for avenging a wrong, — or (8) irrges him to kill tlie wrong-doer by 
offering poison to him, — or (9) when some one is being attacked by criminals, 
if one, though himself rmable to help, does not get others to help him, — 

(10) one, who is not employed by the King for that purpose, oppresses people, — 

(11) who speaks of the wrongs done by the man who is going to be attacked, — 

(12) one who abets the perpetrator of the crime, — (13) one who, though able 
to do so, does not prevent the crime; — all these thirteen persons are perpetra- 
tors of the crime concerned and should be accordingly pmiished in accordance 
with their capacity. 

Narada — 

[753] ‘If a man, having committed a crime, surrenders himself, or makes 
a confession in Court, his penalty shall be half of what has been 
prescribed.’ 

'Surrenders' — to the judicial officer; — 'makes a confession' — ^i.e. reports 
the offence committed by himself. 

Again — 

[754] ‘If, however, he tries to hide his wickedness, — even though he may 
continue to live thus, yet the Court-officials are not satisfied and he 
incurs a heavy penalty.’ 

That is, when questioned by the trying judge, the man denies his guilt, 
and continues to make a living by similar acts, — then a heavy punishment 
should be inflicted upon him, even for a trivial offence. 


Detection of Ckiminals 
Says Yajnavalkya (2.280-281) — 

[755] ‘When some one has been killed by an unknown person, his sons and 
relations should be questioned regarding any quarrels that he may 
have had recently; his woman also, who may be loving other men, 
should be questioned; as to whether he had gone out after a woman 
or in search of wealth or livelihood; in whose company he had gone out 
and so on. Questions should also be put gently to persons found near 
the scene of the crime.’ 

'Found near etc.' — i.e. near the place where the murder took place. 

[756] ‘In a case where the dead body has been found, but the murderer 
cannot be discovered, the King shall trace him by drawing inferences 
from the dead man’s former enmities. His immediate neighbours and 
their neighbours, as well as his friends and relations shall be questioned 
by the King’s officers with persuasion and other methods. — ^The guilty 
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person may be found out from his association with bad men, from signs 
of the crime on him, and from the possession of stolen property. Such 
has been the process of detection of murderers and thieves laid down. — 
If a man is arrested on suspicion, and he does not confess Ins guilt, he 
shall clear himself by an ordeal. Such is the law in connection with all 
disputes ’ — {Brhaspati 22.34-38). * 

‘Quilt ' — of having committed the murder. 

In regard to the case where the accused does not admit the guilt, says 
Vyasa — 

[767] ‘Having found out the murderer the King shall put him to death, 
along with his associates and relations, by varioiLs painful methods of 
kiUing.’ 

Brhaspati — 

[768] ‘Wlien the accused has cleared himself by ordeals, he should be acqiut- 
ted; if not cleared, he should be put to death. — By punishments and 

v. favours the King augments his fame and righteousness.’ 

That is. by ‘Punishment' of the wicked, — and ‘Favours' bestowed on 
the good, — the King’s fame and righteousness become augmented. 


* ArthasMstra (4.7) has a long note on this subject of Post-mortem Investi- 
gation : — 

In cases of sudden death, the dead body shall be smeared with oil, then examined. 
If it is found that urine and faeces have come out, the stomach and the skin are full of 
wind, the hands and feet swollen, the eyes open, the neck bearing marks of violence, 
— it should be taken as a case of strangulation. — If the arms and legs are contracted 
and drawn in, it should be taken as a ease of death by hanging. — If the hands, 
feet and abdomen are swollen, the eyes sunk, the navel protruding, it should be 
regarded as a case of death by impalement.— If the arms and eyes are protruding, 
the tongue lying between the teeth, the stomach swollen, it should be regarded as a 
case of death by drowning. — If the body is smeared with blood, the limbs broken 
and pierced, it is a case of death brought about by sticks and stones. — If the body 
is broken and torn, it is a case of death by being thrown down from a high place. — 
If the hand.s, feet, teeth and nails are black, — the flesh, hair and skm hanging 
loosely, and froth coming out of the mouth, — it is a case of death by poisoning. — 
If with these marks, a bleeding puncture is found, it is a case of snnko-bite. — 
If the clothes and limbs are thrown about hither and thither, it is death by 
intoxicating drugs. — In case of death by poisoning, the remnant of food eaten by the 
man should be examined by means of milk. — If a piece of the man’s heart, thrown 
into fire, make a chit-chit sound, and assume the colours of the rainbow, it should 
be regarded as a clear case of poisoning.— The dead man’s servants should be 
examined and it should be found out if any of them had been recently abused or 
beaten by him ; also his wife, who may have been unhappy or in love with some 
other man ; also such relatives of his as might have been expecting to inherit his 
property or woman. — ^In cases of suicide, it should be fomid out what wrong the 
dead man had recently suffered. — The causes of anger leading to death are — some 
wrong done through one’s wife or property, rivalry, enmity, trade and the eighteen 
Heads of Dispute. — If a man has killed himself, or got hunself killed by others, or 
he has been killed by thieves or by other enemies, — the death shall be investigated 
through people who were near the dead man; the man who had called him, he 
with whom he was seated, he with whom he had started or with whom he had 
come to the place where he met his death, — every one of these should be closely 
questioned. Those who were near the dead man should be asked — By whom was 
he brought here ? Who was the armed person whom you saw hiding ? — If the 
dead man has left no relations, then those persons should be questioned who may 
be found to be using the clothes and ornaments that were found on the dead body. 




CHAPTER XV 


Adultery 

Sa 5 's Vyasa — 

[769] ‘Adultery has been classed under three degrees — first, second and 
highest; and definitions have been provided of each of them separately. 

[760] ‘When a man meets a woman in a solitary place, or at some improper 
place or time and converses with her, casting amorous glances and 
smiles at her, it is Adultery of the First Degree.’ 

Brhaspati (23.6) — 

[761] ‘Casting amorous glances at a woman, smiling at her, sending mes- 
sengers to her, touching her ornaments or clothes, — these constitute 
Adultery of the First Degree.’ 

Narada — 

[762] ‘If a man sits, converses or flirts with a woman at an improper time 
and place, — these constitute the three steps to Adultery. — ^^^^len a 
man and a woman meet each other at the confluence of rivers, or at a 
place of pilgrimage, or in a garden, or in a forest, — this also has been 
declared to be Adultery. — Sending of messengers or letters, or com- 
mitting other improprieties constitute Adultery of the First Degree.’ 

The term ‘Sangraharui’ connotes that act by which it is indicated that the 
heart of the man is affected M'ith love for the woman; e.g. conversation and 
other forms of association with other’s women, which cannot be attributed 
to any other cause; as it is only from such act and word that it i.s inferred that 
the two are in love with each other. The qualification — ‘which cannot be 
attributed to any other cause’ — implies that the name ‘Adultery’ cannot 
apply to such conversation, etc. as may have been entered into through 
ignorance, or through simplicity, or through over-anxiety, or with some 
other intention. To this same effect there is the following text of Manu 
(8.360)— 

[763] ‘Mendicants, Bards, Persons initiated for a Rite and Craftsmen may 
converse with women, imchecked.’ 

'AdesM', ‘improper places’ (in Text No. 762) — e.g. in a solitary place. — 
‘Alcaic’ (Text 762), ‘wrong time’, — e.g. at night. — ‘Sthdna’ — sitting. — ‘Amoda’, 
‘ flotation ’ ; — jolting and such other acts bring the two too close together, 
and from which it is inferred that their minds have deviated from the 
right path. — ^This constitutes Adultery of the First Degree. — This is the 
upshot of the whole definition. 

With reference to Adultery of the Second Degree, says Brhaspati (23.7) — 

[764] ‘Sending perfumes, garlands, fruits, wines, food or clothes, and con- 
versing with her in secret, constitute Adultery of the Second Degree.’ 

[766] ‘Sending perfumes and garlands, incense, ornaments smd clothes, also 
tempting with foods and drinks, constitute Adultery of the Second 
Degree ’ — (Vyasa, according to VivddaralnaJcara, p. 380). 
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' Sambhasatm’ here stands for conversation of a much closer kind than 
the one mentioned before (under Text 762). — 'Perfumes, etc. etc.' — All this 
involves expenditure of money, hence it is regarded as more serious. 

In regard to Adultery of the Highest Degree, says Brhaspati (23.8)— 

[766] ‘Sitting on the same bed, dallying, kissing and embracing, — all this 
has been declared by the learned to constitute Adultery of the Highest 
Degree.’ 

And Vyasa — 

[767] ‘Wlien a man and a woman lean upon each other on the same bed or 
seat in a solitary place, catching hold of each other’s hair, — this should 
be regarded as Adultery of the Highest Degree.’ 

[768] ‘Offering assistance, flirting, touching of ornaments and clothes, 
sitting on the same bed, — all this has been declared to be Adultery. — If 
a nian touches a woman in an improper place, and the woman, on being 
so touched, condones it, — all this, when done with mutual consent, 
has been declared to be Adultery’ — {Manu 8.357-368). 

‘Offering assistance' — doing some helpful service. The reading in some 
places for 'upakara' is 'upachdra', which means ‘sending of betel-leaves, etc.' 
— ‘Flirtation’ is dalliance. — 'Adultery' — i.e. of the Highest Degree. — ‘Improper 
place' — e.g. the Breasts. 

Narada — 

[709] ‘If through arrogance or stupidity, a man were to say vauntingly — 
“I have enjoyed her before” — this would be Adultery.’ 

[770] ‘If one catches hold of the hand or the hair or the clothes of a harlot, — 
or say to her “Stay, stay please”, — all this would be Adultery.’ 

The ‘harlot’ has been mentioned only by way of an illustration; what is 
meant is that if a man behaved in the stated manner towards any woman 
except his own wife, it would be Adultery. 

Brhaspati (23.9) — 

[771] ‘For the three degrees of Adultery, the lowest, middle and highest 
penalties shall be inflicted; the fines may be heavier in the case of the 
culprit being specially wealthy.’ 

That is, in connection with the three degrees of Adultery, the lowest, 
middle and highest amercements respectively shall be the penalty inflicted ; 
and there may be heavier fines in the case of wealthy offenders. 

Manu (8.354) — 

[772] ‘A man who engages in secret conversation with another man’s wife,— 
and if he has been previously accused of similar offence, — should suffer 
the first amercement.’ 

I'hat is, if a man has previously been accused of intimaoj' with a woman, — 
and yet he engages, in secret, in conversation with her, beyond the proper 
limits, — he should be punished with the first amercement. 

Again — 

[773] ‘If, however, he is one who has not been previously accused, — and 
converses with her for some good reason,— he does not incur any guilt; 
as there is no transgression on his part ’ — {Manu 8.366). 
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That is, in the case of a man who has not been previously accused, if 
he, for some good reason, engages with her in conversation, even beyond 
proper limitations, there is nothing wrong in this. 

But even for the man not previously accused, if he engages in conversa- 
tion with another’s wife in a solitary place, he does incur guilt ; — as declared 
by the same authority. 

[774] ‘If a man converses with another’s wife at a watering place, or in a 
forest, or in a house, or at the confluence of rivers, — he incurs the guilt 
of Adultery ’ — [Manu 8.356). 

Says Manu (8.361) — 

[775] ‘One should not converse with the wives of other men, when forbidden ; 
if, on being forbidden, he does converse, he should be fined one Sii- 
mrna.’ 

'Forbidden' — i.e. told by her husband and other relatives not to talk 
to her. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.285) — 

[776] ‘If on being forbidden to converse with a man, the woman converse with 
him, she is to be fined 100, and the man 200. If both of them have been 
forbidden, and yet keep on their conversation, both should be prmished 
as for Adultery.’ 

The woman has been forbidden to talk to a certain man, and yet if she 
talks to him, she should be fined 100 Parma; — if it is the man who has been 
forbidden, and yet he goes on conversing with her, he should be fined 200 
Paryxs; — if both have been forbidden, and yet they carry on their conversa- 
tion, then each of the two should suffer the first amercement. 

Manu (8.362-363) — 

[777] ‘If one carries on secret conversations with the wives of dancers, etc., 
or with slave-girls attached to a single master, or with female mendi- 
cants, — he should be made to pay a small fine.’ 

This is, — with one’s own slave-girl who is attached to a single man, — or 
with a female ascetic, — if one converses in secret, he should be made to pay 
a fine less than a Suvarna. 

Vimu — 

[778] ‘By whatever limb a man misbehaves, that limb should be cut off; or 
a fine of eight and thousand imposed ; except in the case of a Brdhmana 
who is immune from pmiishment.’ 

That is, the Brdhmana is immime from corporal punishment. 

. Manu (8.352) — 

[779] ‘Those three classes of men who are addicted to intercourse with the 
wives of other men, — the King shall banish after branding them with 
terror-inspiring pxmishments.’ 

'Three classes of men' — ^i.e. the tliree non-Brdhmana oastea, — 'Terror 
inspiring ' — such as the cutting off of Ear, Nose and so forth.’*' 


What is meant is that when the King has found out that a certam man is 
addicted to the vice of associating with other men’s wives, he should brand hun — 
by cutting off his ears or nose, — and then banish him. This refers to repeated 
acts — {Medhatithi). 
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In regard to cases of Adultery in the inverse order, says Manu (8.359)— 

[780] ‘In cases of Adultery, the non-Brahmana deserves the death-penalty.’ 
Matsya-Purdna — 

[781] ‘A man who briirgs about the meeting (between the man and the 
woman), — and he who prorddes the place for their meeting, — should be 
punished like the Adulterer himself.’ 

The ‘ Sanchfiralca ’ — is the person who brings them together, and the 
‘ Avahdshada' is one who provides the place of meeting. 

That all this penalty does not applj"^ to intercourse with women who 
are not the wives of any particular persons, — has been declared by Manu 
(8.362)— 

[782] ‘This rule does not apply to the case of the wives of dancers and 
singers; nor to those who make a living by their wives; as these men 
themselves bedeck their wives and secretly bring about their meeting 
with other men.’ 

‘Chdrarta’ is the Dancer. — According to the assertion that ‘the Wife and 
the Son are one’s own body ’, the term‘dl«Mm’(in the compo\mA‘ Stmopajivisu’) 
stands for the wife; hence the dancer and others are so called because they 
make a living through their wives; in fact they themselves deck out their 
wives and bring them into contact with other men; — hence intercourse with 
these does not involve punishment for the offence of ‘A the penalty 

for ‘intercomse’ remains in this case also; and this will be described rmder 
the section dealing vdth the Bandhakt (Harlot, Courtesan). 

Ndrada — 

[783] ‘Intercourse with a protected woman in another man’s house has been 
regarded as culpable Adulter 5 '; not so when the woman has come to 
the man’s house and made advances to him.’ 

In the case of a woman kept by another man, intercourse with her is 
culpable, and renders the man punishable only if it is another man’s house. 
In case, however, the woman of her own will comes to the man’s house 
and lends herself open to intercourse, even that culpability ceases. 

Vimu — 

[784] ‘The wife of a man who has forsaken her without fault, the wife of one 
who is impotent, or incapable, — ^if one has intercoiuse with such a woman 
even at her own home, if she is wiUing, he is not liable to punislunent.’ 

In the case of the wife who has been forsaken by her husband, or of one 
whose husband is impotent, or incapacitated, — if she is willing, and the man 
meets her at her own house, there is to be no punishment. 


Sexual Ixtekoourse — Rafe 
Says Manu (8.364) — 

[785] ‘If a man violates an vm willing maiden, he deserves immediate death; 
if he violate.s a willing one, and is of the same status, he shall not suffer 
death.’ 

If a man of the same caste lias intercourse with an unwilling maiden 
he should be killed, — not when she has been willing. 
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[786] ‘An inferior man, having recourse to a superior maiden, should be 
put to death; he who has recourse to a maiden of equal status shall pay 
the nuptial fee, if her father so wishes ’ — (Manu 8.366). 

That is, if a man of lower caste has intercourse with a maiden — ^willing or 
unwilling, — he should be put to death: if he has intercourse with her with her 
own and her father’s consent, and he is of the same caste, he should be made 
to pay the nuptial fee to the father; but having received the nuptial fee 
paid, she should be married to the same man.* 

This is what has been thus declared by Narada — 

[787] 'There is nothing wrong in a man having recourse to a willing maiden 
of the same caste as himself; but he has to marry her after having 
adorned her and honoured her.’ 

Shatikka — 

[788] ‘If the maiden is of the same status as the man, he should pay her 
the nuptial fee, present her with ornaments and a double dowry, and then 
marry her.’ 

That is, if a man has had intercourse with a maiden of the same status as 
liimself, he should give her double the amounts of (a) nuptial fee, (6) orna- 
ments and (c) douTy; and then marry her. 

[789] ‘If a man wantonly defiles a maiden through sheer audacity, his two 
fingers should be instantly clipped off; and he should also be fined 600.’ 

That is, if a man approaches an unwilling maiden of the same caste and, 
forcibly tluusting his fingers into her, defiles her, — his two fingers shall be 
cut off; and he shall also be fined 600.]' 

[790] ‘A man of equal status defiling a willing maiden shall not suffer 
amputation of the fingers ; he shall be made to pay a fine of 200, in order 
to prevent its repetition.’ 

One who defiles a willing maiden by thrusting his fingers into her. — 
‘Of equal status ' — of the same caste. J 

Narada — [These texts are really from Manu 8.365 and 369) — 


♦According to Medlidtithi and Vivadaralnakara (8.402) this refers to cases 
where there has been consent on the part of the maiden. — ‘If the Father wishes ' — 
In case the Father does not consent to receive it, the fee shall he paid to the King 
as fine, and the maiden may be given to the lover, — or if she has ceased to love him, 
to some one else. If the man has ceased to love the girl, he shall be compelled to 
marry her — (Medlidtithi). 

f Even when the maiden may have been willing, if her parents and relatives 
are close by and their presence is not heeded by the man, who, through sheer auda- 
city, — and relying upon the girl’s love for himself — defiles her, then either his 
fingers shall be cut off, or he shall be fined 600. — According to some people, what 
is meant is that if a man defiles a maiden of a low caste, he shall not suffer death, 
only his fingers shall be cut off — (Mcdhdfithi). 

J The preceding text refers to a case where the act has been audacious ; the 
present text refers to a case where it has been done secretly, by stealth — Or the 
meaning may be as follows — If a maiden happen to be in love with a certain man, 
and having had intercourse with him has lost her virginity,— then, since the girl 
was willing, the man, for defiling her, shall only pay a fine of 200. — Or again, the 
‘ defiling ’ meant here may be taken to stand for the touching of the hand or some 
other part of the body, with the motive that if people saw him touching her, they 
would think that she loved him and hence no one else would seek her hand and she 
would, of necessity, be married to himself — (Medhatithi). 
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[791] ‘If a maiden approaches a superior man she shall not be made to pay 
a fine ; if, however, she courts an inferior man, she shall be kept confined 
in the house.’ 

[792] ‘If a maiden defiles another maiden, her fine shall be 200; she shall 
also pay the double of her nuptial fee f and shall also receive ten lashes.’ 

'liuryat ' — defiles her by thrusting fingers into her. — ‘Shiphd ’ — clashes 
with ropes or tree-shoots and such things. 

[793] ‘If a woman defiles a maiden, she shall be immediately shaven off; 
or shall suffer the amputation of her two fingers, and shall also be 
paraded on an ass.’ 

That is, if a woman defiles a maiden by thrusting her fingers into her, 
she shall have her head immediately shaven off; if she repeat the act, her 
two fingers shall be cut off and she shall be paraded on an ass through the 
public streets. 

YajnavalJcya (2.287-288) — 

[794] ‘If a man carries away an adorned maiden of the same caste, he shall 
suffer the highest amercement; if he takes her away rmadomed, he shall 
suffer the lowest amercement. If the maiden is of a superior caste, he 
shall suffer death.’ 

[795] ‘In the case of willing maidens of inferior caste, there is no offence; 
in other cases, punishment should Ire inflicted. — For defiling a maiden 
of inferior caste, the man’s hand shall be cut off; if the maiden is of 
superior caste, he shall suffer death.’ 

'‘Adorned' — i.e. promised in marriage to another man. — 'Vttamam ' — 
the highest amercement. — 'Anyathd' — if she is unadorned, then ‘‘adhanmn' — 
— i.e. the lowest amercement.— If it is in the inverse order, — i.e. the maiden 
is of superior caste, — then the man of the lower caste shorild suffer death. — 
‘Anyathd ’ — i.e. if the maiden has been unwilling. 

Again — 

[796] ‘If a woman, proud of her relations and her qualities, passes over her 
husband, — the King shall have her devoured by dogs in a frequented 
place.’ 

That is, through pride of her wealth, brothers and her beauty and other 
qualities, if a woman disregards her husband and misbehaves with other men, 
her the King shall have devomed by dogs in the presence of people. 

[797] ‘The offending male shall be made to lie down upon a red-hot iron- 
bedstead; they shall put wooden logs over him so that the simier maj' 
be binut to ashes’— (il/anw 8.371-372). 

That is, the man with whom tho said worn, an has misbehaved, and who 
has had recourse to her tlirough pride of power, — the King shall make to 
lie down upon a heated bed of iron and burn him alive ; and the men in charge 


* ‘Approaches' — has intercourse with. — ‘Courts’ — tries to have intercourse 
with — (Medhdtithi). 

t 'Nuptial Fee ' — the exact amount shall depend upon the girl’s beauty, fortune 
and other qualities — {Medhdtithi). 

‘Double' — of 200 (tho said fine); i.e. 400 will go towards the Nuptial Fee — 
V ivddaratndkara p. 403). 
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of killing him should throw upon him wooden sticks, sufficient to biun him to 

o qViPQ 

Manu (8.385)— 

[798] ‘The Brahinana, approaching an unprotected Ksattriya or Vaishya 
or Shudra woman, should be fined 600; and 1,000 for approaching a 
woman of the lowest order.’ 

‘Antyaja' is the washerman, the cobbler and the Uke. 

[799] ‘If a man convicted of and pimished for Adultery with a woman 
commits the same oSence after a year, his fine shall be double, — ^The 
same also in the case of intercourse with a Vrdtyd (Apostate) woman, or 
with a Chdnddla woman’ — (Manu 8.373). 

When a man has been convicted of Adultery, — if, after a year, he is 
convicted of the same offence with the same woman, his fine shall be double 
the amount of his former fine. 

'With a Vrntya woman, etc. etc.' — 'Vrdtyd' is bom of a Vrdtya father; 
and the Vrdtya is one who ha.® fallen off from righteous conduct (an Apostate); 
according to the explanation provided by Hdrita, that — ‘the Vrdtya is one 
who has given up all duties and righteousness’. — According to Haldyudha 
however, the Vrdtyd girl is one who has remained unmarried beyond the 
marriageable age. — ^The penalty for intercourse with a Vrdtyd girl or a 
Chdnddla girl is a fine of 1,000 Panas. — This has to be doubled if the act is 
repeated. The implication of this is that in the case of all offences, 
repetition involves double the penalty of the first offence, f 
Says Ydjnavalkya (2.293) — 

[800] ‘If one has recourse to a Chdn4dla woman, he should be branded with 
an ugly mark and banished; — for a similar offence, the Shudra shall be 
branded only.]: — If a Chdnddla has recourse to a noble woman, he 
should suffer death.’ 

'Ankabandha' , ‘ugly mark’, is the mark in the shape of a headless 
person; with this mark should the man of one of the three higher castes 
be branded and then banished. 

‘The Shudra shall be branded only'-, — ^what this ‘only’ precludes is 
Banishment only; hence this is not incompatible with the declaration that 
for having intercourse with a Chdnddla woman, the Shudra shall suffer death. 


* According to Medhdtithi, the Chdnddla and the rest. 

The law in this matter has been thus summed up by Medhdtithi-. — (a) For the 
Brdhmaiia having intercourse with a protected woman of any of the four castes, 
the fine shall be 1 ,000, — in addition to this, for having intercourse with the wife of 
a Vedic Scholar, there shall be both Banishment and Branding ; while in other eases, 
there shall be Banishment only; — (i>) for intercourse with an improteoted woman, 
the fine shall be 500, in addition to Branding and Banishment; — (c) for the Non- 
Brdhmaria, the penalty is death, for approaching any protected woman; — (d) for 
approaching a willing woman, he shall be fined 1,000 and also be branded and 
banished. — Though the ‘unprotected’ woman may be regarded as ‘another man’s 
wife’ by reason of her having undergone the marriage-rites, j'et, in reality, by 
becoming loose in character, she practically ceases to be her husband’s ‘wife’. 

•f According to Medhdtithi, the Vrdtyd is the unchaste woman who has had 
intercourse with several men; or the village slave-girl who has several masters. 
He has rejected the explanation that the name applies to a girl who has remained 
unmarried too long. 

i The Mitdksard reads 'antyah' or 'ankyah', and explains the meaning to be 
that ‘the Shudra becomes an Antya, i.e. Chdnddia.' 
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For the ‘ Antya' — i.e. the Chdndala — ^having recoiirse to a ‘noble woman’ 
— i.e. a woman belonging to one of the three higher castes, — ^there shall be 
death.* 

Manu (8.374) — 

[801] ‘The Shudra having intercourse with a twice-born woman, protected 
or unprotected, shall be deprived of his limb and his entire property, 
in the case of the unprotected woman, — and of everything, in the case 
of the protected woman.’ 

If a Shudra has intercourse with an unprotected twice -born woman, — 
one of his hmbs shall be cut off and his entire property confiscated; the one 
limb to be cut off in this ease is the generative organ; as is clear from the 
following words of Qotama — 

[802] ‘For having recour.se to a twice-born woman, the cutting off of the 
generative organ and the confiscation of entire property; if the woman 
is a protected woman, death shall be the further penalty.’ 

That is to say, if the Shudra has intercourse with a protected twice -born 
woman,— he has to suffer all that has been just said, and in addition, death 
also. This is what is meant by his being ‘deprived of everything’ (Text 801). 

[803] ‘The Vaishya shall be imprisoned for a year and then fined 1,000 
Panas) the Ksattriya shall be punished with a fine of 1,000, he shall also 
suffer the sha^'ing of his head with urine’ — (Manu 8.375). 

For having recourse to a protected Brahmaijia woman, the Vaishya shall 
be kept imprisoned for one year and then fined 1,000 Paipzsi for a similar 
offence, the Ksattriya shall pay the same fine, and also have his head shaven 
with the urine of the ass.f 

[804] ‘If the Vaishya or the Ksattriya should have intercourse with an 
unprotected Brdhmana woman, — ^the Vaishya should be fined 500 and 
the Ksattriya 1,000 ’ — (Manu 8..376). 

This is easily understood. The lighter penalty for the Vaishya is meant 
for associating with a Brdhmana woman who is as bad as a Shudra ; in the 
case of other Brdhmana women, his punishment shall be the same as that for 
the Ksattriya. 

[805] ‘The same two, misbehaving with a protected Brdhmana woman, 
should be punished like a Shudra, or burnt in a fire of dry grass’ — (Manu 
8.377). 

‘The same two’ — ^i.e. the Ksattriya and. the Vaishya. — 'VPAMb, B rdhmana 
woman’ — who is endowed ivith high qualities; this is what is meant; hence 
there is no incompatibility with the penalty of 1,000 (prescribed in Text No. 
803) [which is applicable to cases of the ordinary Brdhmana woman]. — 
‘Like a Shudra ’ — i.e. they should have, their entire property confiscated, 
the penis cut oft and put to death (as laid down in Text No. 801). — In 
the event of their being burnt in a fire of dry grass, — ‘the Vaishya shall be 


* The first of these rules applies to the twioe-bom person who has committed 
the Adultery and is unwiUing to perform the pr^t^hed expiatory penance ; in addition 
to the punishment here laid down, the man should also be ^ed 1,000; — the ‘ugly 
mark ’ is the sign of the female organ ; — in case the man is prepared to perform the 
expiatory penance, he shall be only fined 1,000 — (Miidksard). 

t For 'sahasram dandyah’, the generally accepted reading in Manu’s text is 
' sarvasvadandyah' , ‘punishable with confiscation of his entire property’. 
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burnt up in red grass, and the K^attriya wrapped up in reed-teaves’ — as laid 
down by Vashistha; so that they have to be wrapped up in grass and then 
burnt. 

[806] ‘The Brdhmamz having recourse to a protected Brdhmaim by force 
should be fined 1,000; if he meets one who is willing, he shall be fined 
500’ * * * § —(Manu 8.378). 

[807] ‘In cases where the death-penalty is prescribed, it shall be tonsme for 
the Brahma^, and actual death for others.’ 

For the Brdhmana, tonsure shall be the ‘ death -penaltj' ’ ; for others, it 
will be actual death. 

[808] ‘Verily the King should not put a Brdhmana to death, even though he 
be steeped in all sins ; he should banish him from his kingdom, unharmed, 
along with all his property ’ — {Manu 8.380). 

This banishment is meant for cases of repetition of the offence in question. 

[809] ‘There is no sin on earth greater than the killing of a Brahmaita; hence 
the King should not even think of putting him to death.’ 

This is quite clear. 

[810] ‘If a Vaishya has recourse to a protected Ksattriya woman, — -or a Ksat- 
triya to a Vaishya woman, — both these deserve the same punishment as 
that in the case of the unprotected Brahrnana woman’ — (Manu 8.382). 

‘The same punishment’, — i.e. fines of 500 and 1,000 Panas respectively. 
— This slight penalty is meant for cases where a highly qualified Vaishya has 
recourse to a Ksattriya woman with no qualifications f ; in other cases both 
are to be fined 1,000. 

[811] ‘The Brdhmana, having recourse, to a protected Ksattriya or a protected 
Vaishya woman, should be fined 1,000. K Ksattriya ov a, Vaishya having 
recoiu^e to a Shudra woman should be fined 1,000 X — (Manu 8.383). 

‘Te’ — ^the Vaishya and the Ksattriya women.— ‘iS/iudra woman' — who 
is protected. 

[812] ‘In the case of the Vaishya having recourse to an unprotected Ksattriya 
woman, the fine shall be 600; the Ksattriya shall pay a fine of 500, or 
suffer tonsure with urine’ — (Manu 8.384). 

That is, if the Ksattriya has intercourse with a protected § Ksattriya 
woman he should have his hair wetted with urine and then shorn, or he 
should bo fined 500. 


* Even though the woman may have lost her chastity, if she continues to be 
protected by her father, brother or other relatives, — and a Brdhmana has intercourse 
with her by force, — he should be made to pay 1,000. If, however, the woman is 
still chaste and protected, the man shall pay the fine of 1,000 and shall also be 
branded and banished — {Medhdtithi). 

t Medhdtithi' s explanation is different : the heavier punishment for the Ksattriya 
is justified on the ground that, being entrusted with the task of protecting the 
people, if he takes to offending against morality, he incurs a greeter sin. 

X According to the Mitdksard or 2.286 and the Viramitrodaya, p, 507, this 
refers to cases of women other than the wife of a Teacher or of a Friend. 

§ The context would make the Ksattriya woman also unprotected; but the 
printed text and Ma both read ‘ gupta ’. 
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[813] ‘The Brdhmana having recourse to an unprotected Ksattriya woman 
or an unprotected Vaishya woman, or a Shudra woman, should be fined 
500; and 1,000 if he has recomse to a woman of the lowest order’ 
— {Manu 8.385). 

The Shudra woman also is meant to be one who is unprotected. — 
' Antyaja’’ is one born in the lowest order, i.e. the Chdmldla and the rest; if 
a Brdhmana has intercourse with a woman of this order, his fine is to be 
1,000 Panas. 


Other Misdemeanours 

[814] ‘Neither the Mother nor the Father, nor the Wife, nor the Son, deserves 
to be forsaken; he who forsakes them, without their being outcasts, 
should be fined 600’ — (Manu 8.389). 

The meaning is clear. 

[815] ‘If a Sacrificer dismisses an Officiating Priest, or if the Officiating 
Priest forsakes the Sacrificer, — each being efficient in his work and free 
from disqualifications — his punishment shall be 100 ’ — (Manu 8.388). 

This fine of 100 is to be inflicted upon one who does the forsaking in 
course of the performance, — without any fault of the person concerned. 

[816] ‘If a BrShmai},a, through arrogance and greed, makes sanctified twice- 
bom persons do servile work, against their will, he shall be fined 600 
by the King ’ — (Manu 8.412), 

‘Servile work' — i.e. work generally done by slaves; e.g. washing of the 
feet and the like. 

Matsya Purdria — 

[817] ‘A man who brings about the meeting (of the man and woman), — and 
ho who provides the place for their meeting, — should be pimished like 
the Adulterer himself.’ 

That is, the man who helps the woman or the man to meet, and he 
who provides the place of their meeting, — should both be punished like the 
Adulterer. 

Brhaspati — 

[818] ‘If a man violates a woman forcibly, his entire property shall be 
'confiscated, and having his penis and scrotum cut off, he shall be paraded 
on an ass.’ 

[819] ‘If a m'an violates a woman by fraud, his punishment shall be that 
his entire property shall be confiscated and having been branded with 


According to Medhdtithi, this refers to Brdhnanas only, not to all Twice-bom 
men; the meaning is that if a Brdhmana makes his fellow-castemen do such servile 
work as the washing of feet, removmg of offal, sweeping and the like, he should be 
fined 600, if he does so through greed ; if he does it through malice, the fine should 
be heavier. 

600 — Panas are meant — says Apardrka. 
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the mark of the female organ, he shall be banished from the city ’ * — 
{Brhaspati 23.10-11). 

[820] ‘If a man has intercourse with a woman of equal caste, his pmiishment 
shall be the last amercement; if with a woman of an inferior caste, half 
of that; but if a man has intercourse with a woman of a superior caste, 
he should suffer death ’ — (Brhaspati 23.12). 

If a man has recourse to an unwilling woman by force, his entire property 
should be confiscated, and his penis and scrotum being cut out, he should 
be paraded mormted on an ass.— If one approaches a woman of equal caste, 
through a messenger and other means, — ^his punishment shall be the 'last ' — 
i.e. the highest — amercement. — ^Without having recourse to force or fraud, 
if a man invites and has intercourse with a woman of the inferior — Shudra — 
caste, who has had connection with another man, he shall sufier the middle 
amercement. — If one has recourse to a woman of superior caste, in any 
manner, he should be put to death. 

Says Manu (9.233) — 

[821] ‘If a man violates his Teacher’s bed, he should be branded with the 
sign of the female organ; if he drinks wine, with the sign of the Tavern; 
if he steals, with the mark of the dog’s foot; if he kills a Brdhmana, 
with the mark of the headless man.’ 

‘Stealing’ here stands for stealing gold. 

Ydjtiavalkya — 

[822] ‘Within one’s own caste, the fine shall consist of the highest amerce- 
ment; if the man has recourse to a woman of an inferior caste, the 
middle amercement; if with a woman of a superior caste, the man shall 
be put to death and the woman’s Ear, etc. shall be cut off.’ 

'Ear, etc.’ — The ‘etc.’ includes the Hair. Hence in the case of Brhaspati's 
text also (No. 820 above), the ‘death’ of the man is to be accompanied by 
the cutting off of the Ears and Hair of the woman. 

Visnu — 

[823] ‘For intercourse with a cow, or with a woman of the lowest order, 
or with a woman of the highest caste, — the penalty is death.’ 

‘Antyd’, ‘lowest’— untouchable. 

Narada — 

[824] ‘Mother, Mother’s Sister, Mother-in-law, Maternal Aunt, Father’s 
Sister, Acmt, Friend’s Wife, Pupil’s Wife, Sister, Sister’s Friend, 
Daughter-in-law, Daughter, Teacher’s Wife, a Sagotra Woman, a Woman 
Refugee, a Queen, a Female Ascetic, a Nurse belonging to the highest 
caste; — if a man has intercourse with any one of these, he is to be 
regarded as a Violator of the Teacher's Bed, and for him there is no other 
punishment except the cutting off of his penis.’ 

‘Mother’ here stands for the Father’s wife, other than one’s own mother. 
If one has intercoruse with any one of these twenty, his penis should be 
cut off. 


* The printed text has omitted one text, and made a jumble of the two texts, 
which are found in Ma and also in Jolly’s translation. The explanation provided 
is also defective in the printed text. 




ADULTERY 


161 


This rule is meant for cases where the woman is a ‘protected’ one. 

Y djnavalkya — 

[825] ‘Father’s Sister, Mother’s Sister, Maternal Aunt, Daughter-in-law, the 
Teacher’s Wife, one’s own Daughter, — ^if one has recourse to any of 
these, he is a Violator of the Teacher’s Bed; his organ should he cut oS and 
he should be put to death; so also the woman if she had been incited 
with lust.’ 

From among the six persons here mentioned, if any has been in love 
with the man and hence has intercourse with him, — she also shall be put 
to death after having her organ cut off. 

Says Apastamba — 

[826] ‘If a person of noble birth has intercourse with a Shudra woman, he 
should be ruined.’ 

That is, if a Brdhmana has intercourse with a Shudra woman — ^who has 
not had intercourse with any other man — he should bo ‘ruined’ — i.e. banished. 
In continuation of the word ‘Shudrasya’, Oolama says — 

[827] ‘[If the Shudra} has intercourse with a woman of noble birth, liis 
penis shall be cut off, and his entire property conffscated. If the woman 
is a protected one, he shall be put to death also.’ 

'Woman of noble birth’ — i.e. one belonging to one of the three hdgher 
castes. 

Apastamha — 

[828] ‘If a Shudra has intercourse with a woman of noble birth, he shall 
be put to death, and his wife shall be confiscated.’ 

If the Shudra commits the said offence, the King should ‘'confiscate’ 
his wife, — ^i.e. enslave her. 

The method of putting him to death has been laid down by Bavdhdyana — 

[829] ‘One should burn the Shudra in a fire of reeds.’ 

That is, if he has intercourse with a woman of a twice-born caste. 

'Kata’ is reeds. 

In continuation with the term ‘one having intercourse with a Brdhmana 
woman’, says Yama — 

[830] ‘The King shall put the Shudra to death on a heated iron-bedstead; 
and he should consume the sinner on it by means of wood-logs, leaves 
and grasses.’ 

And Hdrita — 

[831] ‘If a man violates the bed of a superior person, the King shall have him 
bomid up and devomed by dogs.’ 

‘Superior person’ — i.e. one belonging to a higher caste. 

'Violates the bed’ — i.e. has intercourse with his wife. 

Says Ootama — 

[832] ‘If a woman has intercourse with a man of inferior caste, the King 
shall have her devoured by dogs.’ 

And Vashistha — 

[833] ‘If a Shudra has recourse to a Brdhmana w'oman, he should be wrapped 
up in straw and thrown into fire; and the woman’s head should be 


II 
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shaved, and sprinkled with butter and she should be paraded naked 
on the public road on an ass; it is believed that in this way she 
becomes purified. — If a Vaishya lia.s recourse to a Brdhmana woman, 
he should be wrapped up in reed -leaves and thrown into fire; and the 
woman’s head shall be shaven and sprinkled with butter and she 
should be paraded naked on the public road on an ass. It is believed 
that thus she becomes purified. — ^If a KsaUriya has recourse with a 
Brahmana woman, he should be wrapped up in reed-leaves and thrown 
into fire; and the woman should have her head shaven and sprinkled 
with butter, she should be paraded naked on the public road on an ass. 
It is believed that thus she becomes purified. — Similarly when a Vaishya 
has intercourse with a Ksattriya woman; or a Shudra with a Vaishya 
or Ksattriya woman.’ 

' Mahdpatha’ is public road. 

Yama — 

[834] ‘If a Brdhmana woman, maddened with infatuation, has recourse to a 
Shudra, the King should have her devoured by dogs, at a place occupied 
by executioners. — If a Brdhmana. woman has recourse to a Ksattriya or 
a Vaishya, her head shall be shaven and she shall be paraded on an ass.’ 

‘Occupied by executioners', — i.e. of men who are in charge of slaughtering- 
places. 

Says Brhaspati — 

[835] ‘When a woman comes to a man’s house, and having excited his 
concupiscence by touching him and such other means, makes advances 
to him, — it is the woman that should be punished; the penalty of the 
man being only half of it; the nose, ears and lips of the woman shall be 
cut off, and having been paraded in the streets, she shall be thrown 
into water; or she may be devoured by dogs in a crowded place.’ 

In continuation of the term ‘should put to death’, Vimu says — 

[836] ‘The woman whose husband is impotent, who has never had intercourse 
with her husband, and who has broken her faith with him.’ 

All these circumstances taken together constitute an offence that render 
the woman liable to the death -penalty. 


With reference to monetary fines, says Kdlydyarta — 

[837] ‘Women who are not mdependent should not be arrested; it is the 
man who is at fault; she should be chastised by her own guardian; and 
the King shall make her over to her guardian.’ 

'Arrested ' — for being punished. But the King shall make her over to 
the man who may be her guardian; that is, the fine leviable on the woman 
should be realised from her guardian (husband). 

Kdiydyana — 

[838] ‘If a woman whose husband is away is caught misbehaving, she shall 
be kept confined till her lord comes back.’ 

IIB 
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‘Abhigraha ’ — is misbehaviour, adultery. 

In the Matsya-Purdna, we read — 

[839] ‘If a man forcibly violates the wife of another man in any manner, his 
penalty shall be death, and no blame would attach to the woman.’ 


Penalties foe Prostitution 

Vydsa — 

[840] ‘For intercourse with a woman kept by another man, the punishment 
is a fine of 60 Punas; and for forcible intercourse with a prostitute, the 
fine has been declared to be 10 Patms.’ 

‘ Pardvaruddhd’ is a harlot who has been kept by one of her paramours. 
Ydj^valkya — 

[841] ‘For forcible intercourse with a slave-girl, the penalty has been declared 
to be 10 Panas. If several men have intercourse with her without her 
consent, each of them shall be fined 24 Panas.'’ 

[842] ‘A man having misplaced intercourse with a woman, — or having, 
through intense passion, intercourse with a male, — or with a female 
ascetic, — shall be fined 40 Panas.' 

(a) If several men have intercourse continuously with the slave-girl 
without her consent, — each of them shall be fined 24 Pasfas ; — (6) if one makes 
thrusts into the woman’s mouth or other wrong places ; — (c) if he has inter- 
course with a male, through intense passion. — ‘Pravrajitd' is the female 
ascetic. 

Says Na/rada — 

[843] ‘For havung recourse to an animal, the fine is 100; — in the case of cows, 
the middle amercement; and the same in the case of Chanddla women.’ 

' Atikrdman' — Having recourse to; — he should be fined 100 Panas. 

Again — 

[844] ‘A Brdhmana having recourse to a cow should be fined one Suvarna.’ 

The ‘middle amercement’ (laid down in Text 843) is for the Vaishya 
and the Ksatiriya-, because for the Shudra, death has been previously pre- 
scribed as the penalty for the same offence [vide Vi?nu’s Text, No. 823 above]; 
and as for the Brdhmana, — ‘manujoUama ’ — ^the subsequent line (Text 844) 
has laid down one Suvarna as the penalty. 

Again — 

[845] ‘A twice-born nlan having recourse to a prostitute should be fined 
the same amount as the fee of the prostitute.’ 

The ‘Prostitute’s Fee’ is 600 Pajuis; this same amoimt shall be the fine 
imposed upon a Brdhmana having recourse to a prostitute. 

Says Vydsa — 

[846] ‘If wicked men have recourse to a woman who has been previously 
enjoyed by several men, — the woman shall be punished like a prostitute, 
not like another man’s wife.’ 
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'Daravat' — i.e. like the regular wife of man of family.* 

Narada — 

[847] ‘For one having recourse to a woman intercourse with whom is not 
right, proper punishment shall be inflicted by the King; as regards the 
declaration of the Expiatory Rites, that is only meant to be purificatory 
of the sin involved.’ 

As for the following text — 

[848] ‘Having committed sins, if men are punished by Kings, they become 
free from sins and go to heaven, in the same way as good and righteous 
men ’ — (Manu 8.319) — 

this refers to ‘punishment’ in the shape of Expialion, as is clear from 
the context in which the text occurs; as in the Kalpataru, the text has been 
quoted in the section deaUng with the rule that the stealer of gold should 
be killed with a bludgeon. f 


* Vachaspati Mishra has apparently read and understood this text wrongly ; 
the reading found in other places is ‘ . . . . gackthed yastdm naradhamah tasya 
veshyavadichchanti which means — ‘if a man has recourse to a woman as 

described, he is to be fined as for intercourse with a prostitute, not as for inter- 
course with another man’s wife — ^This right reading is found in Vivddaratndkara, 
p. 405 also. 

t In the Manusmrti itself, it is in the same context that this particular text 
occurs. It is interesting to note that Vachaspati Mishra invokes the Kalpataru, 
and not the original Smrli itself. 



CHAPTER XVI 


Duties of Men and Women 

Preliminary Note 

“Though the appearance of Husband and Wife as Plaintiff and Respon- 
dent at the Royal Court has been forbidden, — ^j'et it is quite possible that the 
King may have to hear indirectly of their dereliction of duty towards each 
other; and in that case it becomes his duty to bring them to the path of 
righteousness; or otherwise, to punish them. This is the reason why this 
subject has been brought in as a Head of Dispute” — Vivddaratndkara 
(page 409). 


Says Ydjnavalkya (1.86) — 

[849] ‘During maidenhood, the girl shall be protected by her Father, when 
married, by her Husband, and in old age by her Sons ; in the absence 
of these, by her relations; and the woman has no independence any- 
where.’ 

‘ Vinnd’ — married; — 'these' — i.e. Sons. 

Says Bfhaspati — 

[850] ‘If the Father does not give her away in time, — if the Husband does 
not approach her “in season”, — and if the Son does not supply the 
Mother with food, — each one of these deserves to be despised and 
punished under the law.’ 

Manu (9.14)— 

[851] ‘They seek not for beauty; nor have they any regard for age; with or 
without beauty, it is the man that they long for.’ 

Again — 

[852] ‘During girlhood the woman fears her husband; during youth she 
feels attracted towards him; in old age she cares not a straw for him.’ 

[853] ‘If she is allowed to go about freely and is not restrained by love, she, 
ultimately, becomes positively dangerous; just like a disease that is 
ignored.’ 

Again — 

[854] 'Manu assigned to women Bed, Sitting, Ornament, Lust, Anger, 
Dishonesty, Malice and Bad Conduct’ — (Manu 9.19). 

[866] ‘Knowing such disposition to be innate in them, from the very creation 
by the Lord, — the Man should make the best effort to guard them ’ — 
(Manu 9.16). 
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Manu (8.335)— 

[866] ‘Be he his Father, or Teacher, or Friend, nr Mother, or Wife, or Son, 
or Family Priest, — there is none who, straying from the path of duty, 
does not have to be punished.’ 

[857] ‘In a case where an ordinary man should be fined one Kdrsapana, the 
King should be fined a thousand; such is the law.’ 

'Kdrsapana' — the Copper Coin i.s meant. 

The fine imposed upon himself the King shall throw into water, — 
according to the implication of the following declaration by Gautama — 

[868] ‘ Varuna is the lord of penalties.’ 

Says Manu (8.139) — 

[859] ‘ On the debt being admitted to be due, the Debtor shall pay a fine of 
5 per cent ; and in the case of denial, twice as much; such is the teaching 
of Manu.' [Vide above. Text No. 141.] 

When asked for repayment, if the Debtor denies the hability at home, 
but subsequently, on the suit being filed, he admits it, — he should be fined 
6 per cent of the total sum ; and if, even on being sued, he denies his liability, — 
if the debt is proved b 5 ' means of proofs, he should be fined at the rate of 
10 per cent. 

In connection with Witnesses, says Manu — 

[860] ‘[He who deposes falsely] through Greed, should be fined a thousand; 
if through embarrassment, the lowest amercement; — if through fear, two 
middle ones; if through friendship, four times the first-, if through lust, 
ten times the first-, if through anger, three times the next; if through 
ignorance, full two hundred; and if through childishness, only a hundred. 
— They declare these penalties for false evidence to have been declared 
by the wise ones, for the purpose that justice may not fail and injustice 
may be prevented. — ^The righteous King shall fine and then banish the 
three castes giving false evidence; but the Brdhmami he shall deprive 
of his clothes (and dwelling).’ 

[a) If one gives false evidence, through Greed, he shall be fined 1,000; — 
(6) if he does so, through embarra-ssment, 250 Panas; — (c) if through fear, 
1,000 Panas-,— {d) if through friendship, 1,000 Panas-, — (e) if through lust, — 
i.e. through desire for the company of the woman concerned, — 2,600 Panas; — 
(/) if through anger, 3,000 Panas; — (g) if tlirough ignorance, 200 Panas; — 
(h) if through childishness, — i.e. through carelessness, — 100 Pamas. — Such is 
to be the punishment for giving false e\’idence. — ■ 

‘The three castes giving false evidence’ — that is, when a Ksattriya or a 
Vaishya or a Shddra witness gives false evidence repeatedly, — they should be 
fined as aforesaid and then banished from the country ; if the same ofience is 
committed by a Brdhmana however, he should be only banished — being 
allowed to take all his property with himself. 

Manu (8.139)— 

[861] ‘Two Himdred and Fifty Panas constitute the First Amercement; 
600 Panas, the Middle Amercement; and 1,000, the Highest Amerce- 
ment.’ 
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Again — 

1862] 'If the seller is related to the rightful owner, he should be made to 
pay 600 ; if he is not related, nor one having rightful access to the pro - 
perty, — ^he should be dealt with like a thief’ — (Manu 8.198). 

[863] ‘In this way should a man be punished for selling things without 
ownership, imintentionally; if he does it intentionally, he should be 
punished like a thief.’ 

'' Avahdrydh' — made to pay. — ‘Sdnvayah’ — ^related to the owner; — 
'niranvayah' — other people, not related to the owner. — ‘ Anapaaarah ' — 
the way by which property moves from one to another, i.e. gift and so forth; 
one who has no such ‘access’, means of getting at the property concerned. — 
‘ Chavrakil^am' — ^penalty for theft. — ‘Anena, etc.’, — what is meant is that 
even when the man is related to the rightful owner, — such as his Brother, — 
if he sells the property intentionally, he should be punished like a thief. 
Again — 

[864] ‘When a man gives money for a pious purpose to another who has 
asked for it, — if, subsequently, it is not used for that purpose, then, 
it shall not be given to him’ — {Manu 8.212). 

[865] ‘If, through arrogance or greed, the man should seek to recover the 
gift, — ^he should be made by the King to pay one Suvama, as an 
expiation for that theft ’ — (Manu 8.213). 

‘ StA)aequenlly, etc. ’ — If the man who asked for it did not perform the pious 
act, and yet he received the money, then he should be made to refimd it. — 
In case the money had been promised (and not given), if the man should 
seek to recover it, then it should not be given to him ; in case he takes it, he 
should be fined one Suvarna, 



CHAPTER XVII 


Inheritance — Partition 

Section (A) — Iibie of Pabtition 


Manu has laid down the principal time at which partition is to be 
made — 

[866] 'After the death of the Father and of the jMother, the Brothers, having 
come together, shall divide equally (among themselves) the parental 
property. Wlule the Parents are alive, they have no power ’ — (Manu 
9,104). 

‘ Samam’ — Equalljf. That is, there is no deduction of the ‘twentieth 
part’ (preferential share of the eldest Brother). 

It cannot be right to argue that— “AVhen Manu (in 9.112) has declared 
the deduction of the Twentieth Part, it is only in reference to partition among 
persons whose father is dead; how then can there be an eqmlily in the 
shares ? ’ — Because the said declaration of Manu has been made in reference 
to cases where the eldest Brother is possessed of special qualifications, — or in 
reference to cases where the eldest Brother is specially desirous of having 
the Twentieth Part as his preferential share. 

Objection — “That property which Ls in the independent possession of 
the Father, — of that there could be partition during his lifetime only if he 
wished it ; so that it may be that the Sons shall make the partition after the 
Father's death; but why should the death of the Mother be condition precedent 
to the partition? The Mother has no right over the property. — It would 
not be right to argue that on account of the declaration of Shankha — 

[867] ‘That in the matter of partition people whose Fathers are living are not 
independent so long as the Mother is living ’ — 

the death of the Mother must be a condition precedent to partition. 
Because this assertion of Sharlkha's is only in praise of a Mother possessed of 
exceptional qualities. And certainly to make the partition dependent upon 
one who has no right over the property cannot be reasonable.” 

Ansvxr — In the word 'pailrkam', the term 'pitr' stands as an Ekashe^a 
compound and hence denotes both the Father and the Mother; .so that the 
Mother's property also becomes indicated; and it is in the partition of this 
property that the Mother’s death is a condition precedent.'* 


* That ‘they have no power’ is m reference to the Father’s self-acquired 
property — says Vxvada^hintdmani later on, under Text No. 877. 

The Father’s property is to be divided after the Father’s death and the Mother's 
property after the Mother’s death ; such is the view of other Smrtia also. But as 
regards the Mother’s property, the Sons are to receive it only if there are no 
Daughters . — 'They have 710 power ' — this iniphes that even during the lifetime of the 
Parents, the property may be divided Toith their permission — (Saroajhandrayaria). 

The Brothers, commg together, should divide, in equal shares, the Father’s 
property after the Father’s death and the Mother’s property after the Mother’s 
death. In view of the other text laying down an ‘additional portion’ for the eldest 
Brother, the present assertion of equality of the partition should he understood as 
referring to cases where the eldest Brother does not desire to have the additional 
portion. ... If the Father so wishes, the division of his property may be 
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The following objection might be urged — “According to the following 
text of Narada (13.2) — 


made during his lifetime also j as has been expressly declared by Yajnavalkya 
{•2.ni)—(Kullulca). 

The death of the Parents is productive as well as indicative of the ownership 
of the Sons. — The temi ‘after the death’ indicates also such circumstances as 6e- 
coming outcast or a renunciate and so forth, these conditions being as destructive 
of ownership as death itself. — 'In equal scores’;— but this also only when the 
Father wishes it so ; as asserted by YdjAavalkya (2.114)— {Ragluivdnanda). 

'After the Pother's death '. — this indicates the time for the dividing of the Father’s 
property; and 'after the Mother's death' indicates the time for the dividing of the 
Mother’s property. Hence it follows that even while the Mother is living, the 
Father’s property may be divided on the Father’s death, and vice versa. This 
naturally implies that the Father’s property cannot be divided while the Father is 
alive, nor the Mother’s property while she is alive — (SmHichandrika, p. 598). 

'EqucMy', 'samam', — that is, there is to be no setting apart of the twentieth 
part for the eldest Brother. — This may be held to be inconsistent with what Manu 
himself has declared regarding the twentieth part being set apart for the eldest 
Brother. But in reality, there is no inconsistency ; as tins latter declaration refers 
to very special cases, where the eldest Brother may be possessed of exceptionally 
good qualities. — Udayakara has explained the meaning of the present text to be 
that the ‘equal’ division is to be made of the property after its twentieth part has 
been set apart for the eldest Brother. — Haldyudha and Pdrijata have read 'saka' 
in place of ‘samam ', and the latter has explained it as ‘among themselves ’ [so in this 
ease the difficulty regarding ‘ equal ’ shares and the ‘ twentieth part ’ does not arise]. — 
'Paitfkam' — mcludes the Mother’s property also, says Haldyudha. — Though the 
term used is 'Paitrkam' (Paternal or Parental), yet the property of the Grandfather, 
etc. is also meant to be included; as ‘property acquired by the Grandfather’ has 
also been declared to be what should be partitioned ; — such is the view of others. — 
Aa a matter of fact, both of these — the Mother’s property and the Grandfather’s 
property — are meant to be included; but in regard to the Mother’s property its 
partition among the Sons should be possible only if she has left no Daughter or 
Daughter's offsprings (see following Text No. 868) — (Vivddaratnakara, p. 455). 

This text puts out of court the view that ownersliip is created by birth itself. 
Because the only possible reason for the Sons not being entitled to divide the property 
while the parents are living is that during the parents’ lifetime, the ownership of the 
Sons is not there at all — (Ddyabhdga, p. 11). — This text indicates that the ownership 
of the Sons comes into existence only on the death of the parents — (p. 16); — that 
during the Father’s lifetime, there can be no partition except at the wish of the 
Father — (p. 28). — After the Father’s death also, even though the Sons have acquired 
ownership over the property, it is not right for them to divide it among themselves 
while their Mother is living ; it is only on the death of both Father and Mother that 
the Father’s property should be divided by the Sons among themselves. — There is 
no reason for taking the term 'paitfkam' as standing for the property of both 
Parents, and for taking the text to mean that ‘the Father’s property is to be divided 
on the Father’s death and the Mother’s property on the Mother’s death’; in fact, 
that the Mother’s property is to be divided on the Mother’s death is declared by 
Manu in another text (9.192) — (Ddyabhdga, p. 58). 

Even though the particle 'cha,' is there, the death of both parents is not meant 
to be necessary for the division of the Father’s property. As the Sahgrahakdra has 
definitely declared that ‘the Father’s property may be divided even while the 
Mother is living, since the Mother, apart from her husband, has no ownership over 
the property ’. Similarly the Mother’s property may be divided on her death, even 
while the Father is living, because so long as the woman’s children are there, her 
husband has no ownership over her property — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 94). 

This text clearly indicates that the Sons have no ownership over the property 
of the parents while the latter are alive (p. 525). — What is meant is that the time 
for dividing the Father’s property is after the Father’s death, and that for dividing 
the Mother’s property, after the Mother’s death. The particle 'cha' indicates the 
possibility of other times for partition ; it does not mean that both the parents should 
die before the property is divided, because the fact of the Mother being alive can be 
no bar to the dividing of the Father’s property; nor can the fact of the Father being 
alive be a bar to the dividing of the Mother’s property. — The assertion that ‘they 
have no power’ only means that they are not free to do what they like, and not that 
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[868] ‘After the Father has died, the Sons shall di\4d© the Father’s property; 
and the Daughters shall divide the Mother’s property; and if the 
Daughters are not there, then their ofispring’ ♦ ; — 

it is clear that the persons entitled to the Mother’s property are the 
Daughters, and in their absence, the Daughter’s sons; so that the Sons can 
have no right to take that property.” 

But that is not so; because this text of Narada's does not preclude the 
connection of others [it only asserts the right of the Daughter and her sons]. — 
It is for this reason that Manu has spoken of both (Sons and Daughters) 
together, in the following text — - 

[869] ‘M’hen the Mother has died, all the uterine Brothers and uterine 
Sisters shall divide the Mother’s property equally ’ — {Manu 9.192).t 

Thus the Property is under the sole ownership of the Father, and it 
can be divided by the Sons onlj*^ after his death, or even during his lifetime 
if he has become disabled; as has been declared in the following text of 
Shankha — 


they have no ownership; becavise the ownership of the Sons over their Father’s 
property comes with their birth — ( Viramilrodaya, p. 550). 

The meaning of the text is this: After the Father’s death, the Father’s 
property may be divided, even though the Mother may be living ; and similarly on 
the Mother’s death, the Mother’s property may be divided, even though the Father 
may be li\'ing. There would be no point in waiting for the death of both parents 
before dividing the property of any one of them — {Farneharanwdham, pp. 326-327). 

* The term 'patrah ' (Sons) serves to indicate that all kinds of Sons — even the 
Ksetraja—are meant to be included ; so what the text means is that, if any of the 
twelve kinds of Sons is there, no one else is entitled to the property. — ‘Piluh’, ‘of 
the Father’, is meant to show that if there is any property acquired by any of the 
Brothers through learning and such other means, that is not meant to be divided 
along with the Father’s property. — The Daughters shall divide among themselves 
the Slother’s property; — if there are no Daughters living, then their offspring shall 
divide the property among themselves; the pronoim ‘tat’ in the compound 'tad- 
anvaydh’ (‘their offspring’) must refer to the Daughters which is the noun nearest to 
it. Such also is the opinion of Lakmildhara. The Prakdsha and the Pdrijdta have 
explained ‘tadanvayah’ as ‘the son, grandson and so forth of the Daughter’; i.e. the 
Daughter’s ?»aie issue, not the fenuSe issue — (Vivadaratndkara, p. 456). 

The text may be taken to mean that, before they partition the property, the 
.Sons have no ownership over it, and yet the partition could not be the source of 
ownership. — But the answer to this is that, inasmuch as it is only after the Father’s 
death that the Sons speak of the property as own, it is the Father's death that is 
to be reearded as the source of their ownership — {Ddoabhdga, p. 11). 

t Mdtrkam’ — Mother’s property, other than her Stridhana. — ‘Sisters’, — ^those 
that have no sons. — {Sarvajnanardyana). 

When the Mother has died, the uterine Brothers and such uterine Sisters as 
are unmarried shall divide the Mother’s property among themselves; the married 
Sisters receiving some honorific present in keeping with the property. Each of the 
Brothers shall give to the married Sister the fourth part of the Mother’s property, 
just as they give to the unmarried Sister, the fourth part of the Father’s property— 
{Knlluka). 

This text lays down what is to be done in cases where the Mother dies before 
partition. As regards the unmarried Daughters, there is this difference that out of 
the Mother’s property their share shall be equal to that of the Sons, but in the Father’s 
property their share shall be only the fourth part of the Son’s share — (Rdghavd- 
nanda). 

The ‘ Sisters ’ meant here are those that are unmarried or poor — ^( Vivadaratndkara, 
p. 515; also Vibhdgasdra 11.1-11). 

Tlie particle ‘cha’ may be taken as implying that the rights of the Brothers 
and Sisters are equal. But this can apply only to property other than the Mother’s 
dowry, which goes entirely to the Sisters or their sons — {Ddyanirnaya 23.2-4). 
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[870] ‘Even when the Father is unwilling, the property may be partitioned, 
if he is too old or of perverted mind or an invalid.’ 

‘Of perverted mind’ — ^i.e, with mind very much perturbed with disgust. 
So long as the Father is alive and fit, the property can be partitioned 
only with his permission; this is going to be declared later on.’" 

Another alternative course open to the Sons, on the death of their Father, 
is that they should place the eldest Brother at their head and five under 
him; this is what Manu has declared in the following text — 

[871] ‘The eldest Brother alone may take the entire paternal property; 
the others shall live under him, just as under their Father ’ — (Manu 
9.106).t 

Or, the Brothers may place themselves under any one of themselves 
who happens to be most capable; this is what has been thus declared by 
Ndrada (13.5)- — 

1872] ‘The eldest Brother, or the youngest Brother, shall support aU the 
others, like a Father, if they so wish it,— in accordance with his capacity ; 
the well-being of the family is dependent upon the capacity of its head.’ % 


* Even though the Mother may not be past the child-bearing age, even if the 
Father be unwrUing, — if he happens to be unrighteous in his ways of life or attacked 
by a protracted disease, — the property may be partitioned by the Sons — (Mildk^ard, 
pp. 617-618). 

[On this, the Bdlambhafti — ‘Protracted’ — i.e. incurable. — 'Unrighteous’ — this 
explains the term ‘perverted mind’.] 

The simple meaning of the text is that even when the Father is unwilling, there 
may be partition under certain circumstances — (Vyavaharamayukha, p. 96). 

t What is said here applies to cases where the eldest Brother is possessed of 
superior qualifications — (Sarvajnandrayana). 

This applies to cases where the eldest Brother is exceptionally righteous. The 
eldest Brother shall take all the property that belonged to the Father; the younger 
ones shall depend upon him for their food and clothing. This means that all the 
Brothers shall live together — (Kulluka). 

This text seta forth an alternative to what has been declared in Manu 9. 104, 
to the effect that the Brothers shall divide the property equally among themselves — 
(Nandana). 

This text should be taken as advising co-residence of the inexperienced younger 
Brothers with the experienced eldest Brother till they grow up ; it should not be 
taken in the literal sense that there shall be no division of property among the 
several Brothers of the same caste — (Smrtichandrika, p. 615). 

This text should be taken as applicable to cases where the younger Brothers 
have not completed their studies, or are still minors. Or are not entitled to share the 
property by reason of being insane or otherwise disqualified — (Apardrka, p. 615). 

The meaning is that, if the eldest Brother is possessed of all the qualities of 
the ‘eldest’, he should be as complete a master of the partible property as the 
Father; and the others shall live upon livings provided by the eldest Brother — 
(V ivddaratndkara, p. 457). 

This is meant to indicate that it is not necessary that the Brothers must divide 
after the Father’s death — (Vivddachandra 19.2.2). 

On the Father’s death, the eldest Brother is entitled to inherit the property 
(p. 20). — The meaning is that, if the Brothers wish to live together, then the eldest 
Brother, who is capable of looking after the family, shall take the entire property 
and the rest shall live under hun — (Ddyabhdga, p. 62). 

What is meant is that it is highly commendable that all the Brothers should 
live together rmder the highly qualified eldest Brother (p. 557). — Here co-residence 
has been commended as the principal alternative to be adopted by the Brothers — 
(Viramitrodaya, p. 563). 

i This refers to cases where all the younger Brothers are unable to manage their 
affairs — (Smrtichandrika, p. 616). 
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Or, the Brothers may divide the property for pious purposes ; as declared 
by Manu (9.111) — 

[873] ‘Thus may they live, either jointly, or separately, with a view to 
pious purposes; piety prospers by separate living, hence separation is 
meritorious.’ * 

In what way Separation augments piety has been thus explained by 
Brhaspati (25.6) — 

[874] ‘For those who live and mess together, there is only one common 
worship of Pitj-s, Deities and Brdhmanas ; for those who have separated, 
it should take place in each home separately.’ 

When the property has been divided and each one is in sole and undivided 
possession of his property, he can proceed with the performance of sacrifices, 
according to his own wish, without regard to the other co -sharers, — and 
when the sacrifices are thus performed, there is augmentation of merit, 
which thus is due to separation (division of property). t 


The youngest Brother, if competent, may support the others. The middle- 
most Brother also becomes naturally included under this. The meaning is that the 
Brothers may live together and not divide, if they so wish it — (DdyMidga, p. 62). 

The middlemost Brother also becomes meluded — (Smrlitattva 11, p. 170). 

* Inasmuch as no one voluntarily incurs any responsibilities regarding the 
performing of JyoHstoma and other sacrifices, the text recommends separation, 
with a view to the performance of such acts. It is not meant that non-separation 
is sinful; all that is meant is that separation is meritorious — {Medhatiihi). 

Brothers, not divided, should live together ; but with a desire to acquire spiritual 
merit, they should divide and live separately ; if they live separately, each of them 
performs separately the five ‘Great Sacrifices’ and other religious acta and thereby 
Piety prospers — {KuUuka), 

‘Dharmya' — with a view to piety, not for the purpose of attaining independence 
— (Rdghavanonda). 

After all the Brothers have completed their study and become competent to 
perform the Agnihotra and other rites, it is better that they should separate (p. 719). 
— It is not meant that after the death of the parents, they mitat separate — (Apa- 
rdrka, p. 722). 

Inasmuch as joint property cannot be used by any coparcener as he wishes, there 
can be no performance of any such rites as the Agnihotra which could be performed 
with only such wealth as belonged to one’s own self ; for this reason, the present text 
lays down separation as right and proper for the purpose of the accomplishment of 
these rites. ... It does not mean that if they did nrt separate, they would 
incur sin ; all that is meant is that separation brings about additional merit — (Vivdda- 
raindkara, p. 459). 

The terms ‘ sa-prthugvd and 'kdmyayd’ serve to indicate that the wish of the 
Brothers is the determining factor — {Ddyabhdga, p. 21). 

Living together has been commended; but for the purpose of augmenting 
Piety, separation should be effected. 'Pharma' here stands for such pious acts as 
the worshipping of deities, etc. as it is only such acts with regard to which it has 
been declar^ by Brhaspati (below Text No, 874) that they should not be performed 
separately while the Brothers are living together — {Viratniirodaya, p, 567). 

•f So long as, by reason of their being too young, the property of the younger 
Brothers has not been separated from that of the eldest Brother, — there is no 
separate performance by them of such rites as the Vaiahvadeva and the rest — 
[Apardrka, p. 719). 

'Mesa together' — i.e. so long as there has been no separation (Vivddaratndkara, 
p. 459). 



INHERITANCE — ^PARTITION 


173 


Section (B) — Partition during Father’s Lifetime 

In continuation with the words ‘The Sons should divide’, — says Ndratla 
(13.3)- 

[875] ‘When the menstruation of the Mother has ceased, when the Sisters 
have been given away, or when the Father’s capacity for enjoyment has 
ceased, or when the Father has ceased to have any desires.’ 

‘Prattdsu ' — ‘given away’ — married. — ‘Ratnam ’ — The Father’s capacity 
for enjoyment. — ‘ Uparatasprhe ’ — has ceased to have any desire for things.* 
Ydjnamlkya (2.114) — 


* In the Prakdslia, in place of 'nivrtte ramane', two other readings have been 
accepted : (1) ' nirapSkae ramane' (‘the husband having become indifferent’), and 
(2) ‘niraste chdpi ramane’ (‘intercourse having been given up’); and Haldyvdlia 
has adopted the reading ‘ramandt’ in place of 'ramane', which means ‘after the 
husband has desisted from intercourse ’. None of these readings, however, makes 
any difference in sense — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 462). 

‘ VinaafS' (i.e. for'nivrtte') — ^becoming an outcast ; — ' aaharane' (v.l. for ‘ ramane’) 
—gone out of the Householder’s State. — ^If we adopt the reading ‘nivrtte vapi 
marandt', the meaning would be — ^‘the Father having receded from death, i.e. 
being alive, but free from all desires’. — Here also the implication is that the fact 
of the Father being free from all desires brings about the ownersliip of the Sons over 
the Father’s property ; and so this also would be an occasion for the partition of 
the property (pp. 18-19). — This refers to property coming down from the Grand- 
father and other ancestors. — ^When menstruation has ceased and there is no chance 
of any other Sons being bom, — there would be partition among the Sons only if 
the Father wished it. — If the ancestral property were divided before the Mother 
had passed the child-bearing age, those Sons that would be born after that partition 
would have no means of subsistence. — (1) On the Father becoming an outcast, or 
free from all longings, or dying, his ownership over the property ceases; so this is 
the first occasion for partition. — (2) The second occasion for it would be when the 
Father being alive and his ownership being intact, be wishes to have the partition 
made. — (3) ‘ The Mother having passed the child-bearing age ’ — refers to the ancestral 
property ; there being no chance of another Son being born, tliis would be the third 
occasion for partition, only if the Father desired it. — ^The condition of the ‘ Sisters 
having been given away ’ is not meant to be an occasion for partition ; it is meant 
only to emphasise the necessity of the Sisters being married- — (Ddyabhdga, p. 24). 

What is meant is that the Sons shall divide the Father’s property — {a) when 
it has become definitely certain that the Parents have lost the capacity for begetting 
any more children, — (6) when the marriage of the female children has been performed, 
— and (c) when the Father has lost all desire for possessions. Baudhdyana, however, 
has declared the agency of the Father in this division also — ‘Property can be parti- 
tioned with the consent of the Father’ — {Smrtichandrika, pp. 605-606). 

‘Ramarui' stands for sexual desire-, — 'uparatasprhe' — become free from attach- 
ment ; — 'the Sisters being married’— to be construed with the ‘cessation of Mother’s 
menstruation’, as also with the ‘cessation of sexual desire’; that is, provision for the 
Sisters’ marriage must precede the dhdsion of property, under both these circum- 
stances — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 95). 

'Bamana' — -intercourse with woman.— ' Sprkd’ — longing for wealth — {Madana- 
pdrijdta, p. 647). 

This text commends partition at the time stated. The meaning is that — ^when 
the Mother has ceased to menstruate, and the Father has become free from all 
desires. — even though he may not by himself have accorded his consent, — such 
consent should be secured by the Sons somehow and the partition made — 
(V ivddachandra 19.2—4). 

This text mentions the second occasion of partition (the first occasion being 
the Father’s death) ; what is meant is that even during the Father’s lifetime, if he 
has ceased to have any desires and consequently given up all pleasures, and the 
Mother has passed the child-bearing age, the partition can be made by the wish of 
the Sons themselves — [Mitdksard, pp. 615-616). 
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[876] 'If the Father makes the division, he shall divide the Sons according 
to his wish; he may assign a superior share to the eldest, or all may 
have equal shares.’ * (See Text 880 below.) 


* When the Father, desiring to enter upon the next life-stage, proceeds to 
make a division of his property among his Sons, — with a view either to afford such 
of them as are possessed of superior qualities an opportunity for the performance of 
religious rites, or to mere curiosity on his own part, — he may give to any Son what- 
ever he likes to give him ; and he should not be guided by the wish of his Sons. 
Thus if he considers it right and proper, he may allot a superior share to the eldest 
Son, — or more or less as he likes; or he may make all the Sons equal sharers. In 
any case the Father’s own wish should be the determining factor — [Vishvarupa). 

‘ Vibhdga’, ‘division’, is the making or allotting of shares in the property of the 
Father and other ancestors with reference to the Sons and other heirs. — In regard to 
this, the general rule is that ‘the Father shall divide the Father’s property ’ ; imder 
special circumatances, the Sons also do the dividing . — What the present text means 
is that — ‘if the Father makes the division, he should divide the property among 
his Sons giving to each of them more or less as he pleases’; the term ‘ichchhayd’, 

‘ according to his wish ’, is meant to emphasise the fact that it is open to the Father 
to give more to one and leas to another Son. This unequal division has been sanc- 
tioned by several texts The implication of this is that the wish of the 

Sons cannot bring about the division. — ^This text applies to the Father’s self- 
acquired property ; because in regard to the property acquired by the Grandfather 
and other ancestors, the right to partition belongs equally to the Father and the 
Sons — (Apardrka). 

When the Father wishes to make the partition, he should ‘divide’ — from 
himself — ‘according to his wish’ — ‘the Sons’, — i.e. one, two or more as the case may 
be. — The text lays down a restriction — ‘he shall assign a superior share to the eldest ’ ; 
which means that he shall give the best share to the eldest, the middling share to 
the middlemost and the lowest sliare to the ymmgest. — ^The ‘superior share’ has 
been indicated by Manu 9.112. — The particle 'vd\ ‘or’, is in reference to the next 
alternative — ‘or all may have equal shares’. — ^The said unequal division pertains 
to the self-acquired property of the Father; because in regard to the ancestral 
property, the rights of the Father and Son being equal, there would be no propriety 
in any unequal division made by the Father arbitrarily. — ‘If the Father makes the 
division’-, — this indicates that one occasion for partition is that when the Father 
wishes to do it. — Another occasion for partition has been mentioned by Ndrada 
(see Text No. 875 above), and also by Oautama . — The third occasion for partition 
is that when the Father is found to be addicted to unrighteous ways, or has become 
a chronic invalid, when, even though he may be unwilling, the Sons may divide the 
property by their own wish; as has been declared by Shankha (see Text No. 870 
above). — ^This text refers to the Father’s self-acquired property — [Mildksard, 
p. 647). 

Tliis text describes the division made by the Father during his lifetime. If 
the Father makes the division of the property that he has himself acquired, or which 
he has recovered from strangers, — then he may divide it in any way he chooses 
. . . . Apart from the property so acquired or recovered by the Father, if 

there is any other property, in that all the Sons shall have equal shares — {Vira- 
mitrodaya-Tikd on Ydjnavalkya). 

There are two methods of partition — (1) the absolutely equal division, and (2) 
the assignment of a superior share to the eldest Son and the equal division of the 
rest; in any particular case which of these two methods shall be adopted should 
depend entirely on the Father’s wish ; and the wish of the Sons shall have nothing 
to do with it — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 609). 

This refers to the Father’s self-acquired property ; because over the ancestral 
property, the rights of the Father and Son are equal — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 464). 

There are four occasions for partition: — (1) During the Father’s lifetime, 
whenever he wishes it; — (2) when the Mother has ceased to boar children and the 
Father has become averse to worldly desires, when the Sons evince a desire for 
partition, even though the Father may not wish it; — (3) though the Mother may 
not have ceased to bear children, though the Father may not desire partition, yet 
if the Sons desire it, by reason of the Father becoming too old or addicted to evil 
ways or attacked by incurable disease; — (4) after the Father’s death — {Madana- 
pdrijdta, p. 646). 
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That the said wish of the Father prevails only in the case of his self- 
acquired property is clearly asserted by Visnu (17.1.2) in the following 
text — 

[877] ‘If the Father should divide his sons, his wish shall prevail in regard 
to his self -acquired property.’ 

‘Svayam upatta’ — self -acquired, acquired by himself; — so also what has 
been recovered by himself; according to the declaration of Manu (in the follow- 
ing Text 878). In this matter of ‘self -acquired’ property, the necessary condi- 
tion is that it should nat have been acquired through the ancestral propeity ; 
becaiase what is acquired through the ancestral property is common property 
(between the Father and the Sons), like the ancestral property itself. Hence 
the Father is the sole authority, in regard to what he has himself acquired, 
without the help of the ancestral property, as to the division being equal or 
unequal. In connection with such property, the partition shall depend 
entirely on his own wish; and it is only over this property that the Sons 
‘have no power’ (as declared by Manu in Text No. 866). 

Manu (9.209) — 

[878] ‘If the Father recovers a lost ancestral property, he shall not, unless 
he so wishes, share it with his sons; so also as regards his self -acquired 
property.’ 

That is, even in the case of ancestral property, if something had been 
taken possession of by others, — and the Father has recovered it from them, — 
as also what he has himself acquired, — in both these cases, there can be 
partition only if the Father wishes it, not when he is not willing.* 


The unequal division mentioned here refers to the Father’s self-acquired 
property ; in the ancestral property, the Sons and the Father having equal rights, 
any arbitrary division by the Father would be wrong — (Pardaharaniddkava, 
pp. 332-333). 

It has been declared that — ‘ So long as the faultless Father is there the Sons 
have no rights of ownership’; where the qualification ‘faultless’ indicates that if 
the Father happen to be beset with such defects as being an outcast and the like, 
the Sons are no longer subservient to him ; so that if they desire partition, then that 
would be an occasion of partition, on which occasion the Sons would be the makers 
of the partition — {Viramitrodaya, p. 561). 

(a) Partition entirely according to the Father’s wish refers to the Father’s 
self-acquired property ; — (6) the division with the ‘superior share ’, — i.e. the ordinary 
share along with the Twentieth Part — for the eldest, as also the equal division, — 
pertains to the ancestral property — {Smrtitattva II, p. 166). 

•The second line explains what is meant by ‘division according to the Father’s 
wish’. So long as this interpretation is possible, whereby the Father’s choice is 
limited to the two methods (specified in the second line), it cannot be right to take 
the first line as setting forth an independent alternative in the form of an entirely 
arbitrary division; specially because, if such an option were admissible, it might 
be possible to have such an absurd division as would give a lakh to one Son and a 
single shell to the second and absolutely nothing to the third — (Vyavahdramayukha, 
p. 97). 

* In addition to what he has inherited, the Father recovers some such ancestral 
property as had become lost ; he shall not, unless he wishes it, share such property 
with his Sons, even after these latter have attained their majority. An occasion for 
such sharing would arise when the Father himself proceeds to make the division 

among his Sons Asa matter of fact, even in the case of his self -acquired 

property, the Father himself divides it among his Sons as soon as they have attained 
their majority and the Father finds them duly qualified — {Medhatithi). 

This implies that the ancestral property that has come to him without any 
effort shall be divided among the Sons when these latter wish. — {Sarvajnandrdyana). 

Such property would be the self-acquired property of the Father — {Kulluka], 

There has been some ancestral property which none of his predecessors had 
been able to recover; — if the Father succeeds in recovering it, it is his self-acquired 
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Again — 

[879] ‘ The property bslonging to the Grandfather, which has been lost but 
subsequently recovered by the Father by his own power, — as also 
what has been acquired by him through learning, valour and such other 
means, — over all this the Father’s ownership has been declared. — Out 
of all this, he may make gifts or even enjoy it at his will. But on his 
death, liis Sons have been declared to be equal sharers ’ * — {Brhaspati 
25.12-13). 


property. . . . This rule pertains to cases where the partition is being made 

at the instance of rebeBious Sons ; in cases where the Father is making the partition 
of his own accord, the rule is that ‘he shall divide his Sons according to liis wish’ — 
(Raghavdruinda). 

The implication of this is that when the Grandfather’s property is being divided, 
it must necessarily be divided equaUy among the Father and his Sons — (Nandana). 

Of the ancestral property, if there has been something that had been long lost, — 
and which had not been recovered by others, either because they were incapable 
of doing it, or because they did not make an attempt to do it, — if some such property 
has been recovered by the Father at the expense of money and effort, it shall be 
entirely his own, and not common, property (p. 128). — The fact of its being his 
‘self -acquired property’ has been declared as the reason for not sharing it with his 
Sons unless he wishes it; — this may be taken to indicate that the Grandfather’s 
property, which is not the self-acquired property of the Father, may be partitioned 
among the Sons even when the Father is unwilling. — But all that this indicates is 
that, when going to partition the property, — that portion of the ancestral property 
which he has hunself acquired, the Father shaB not divide among the Sons, 
if he does not wish it, while the rest of it he shsB divide, even though he does not 
wish it ; it does not mean that the partition shall be made by the wish of the Sons — 
(Ddyabhdga, p. 32). 

‘ Paitrkam ’ — ancestral .... This he shall not share with his sons as it 
would be property acquired by hims elf. [Vdchaspati has taken this latter, not as 
a reason for the former assertion, but as a separate assertion regarding the regular 
self-acquired property] — [Vivddaratndkara, p. 461). 

If the Father has recovered an ancestral property that had been taken away 
by strangers, — and this has been done without drawing upon any ancestral property, 
— ^that property shaB not be partitioned without his consent; similarly with the 
self-acquired property of the Father. [This explanation agrees with the Chintd- 
mani'a] — (Ddyanirnaya 16.1.5). 

This impUes that the property of the Grandfather the Father must divide, if 
the Sons so desire, even though the Father himself may not desire it — [Mitdkeard, 
pp. 649-650). 

This implies that the partition of the Grandfather’s property does not depend 
upon the Father’s wish — {Pardsharamddhava, p. 339). 

The particle Hva’ has to be supplied after 'arjitam'; or, it may be that the 
ancestral property thus recovered by the Father has become his self-acquired 
property; and this is a reason for the foregoing assertion — (Vlramitrodaya, p. 574). 

Such ancestral property shall not be partitioned if the Father does not wish it ; 
treating it as his self-acquired property; the construction being ‘‘svayam arjitam iti 
krtvd na vibhajeF — {Smrtitattva II, p. 165). 

* ‘ Svashaktyd’ — by his own power; i.e. by the use of his otvn wealth and 
bodUy exertion. The term ‘Father’ here stands for all persons acquiring self- 
acquired property. This same rule applies to ancestral property also, — with the 
exception of immovable property — to the same extent as the non-ancestral self- 
acquired property — (Ddyahhdga, p. 129). 

'Father's ownership’; — what is meant is that the Father is free to do what he 
likes. The effect of this freedom is set forth in the third line. Even without the 
consent of the Sons, the Father may make an unequal division. That ancestral 
property which is as good as self-acquired, as recovered by the Father himself, — 
in regard to this the Sons should not exert any pressure on the Father — (Smrti- 
chandrikd, p. 650). 

The ownership of all this property rests with the Father, not with the Sons — 
{Apardrka, p. 728). 
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‘Hrtam', ‘Lost’ — f.e. taken away by others; — ^which the Grandfather him- 
self failed to recover, but which was recovered by the Father ; — also what the 
Father has acquired through hia learning; — ^in the dividing and giving away 
of all this, the Father’s wish is the sole determinant; — so also in regard to the 
property that has been acquired through valour or other means, without draw- 
ing upon the ancestral property; — similarly in regard to property recovered 
by the Father, without drawing upon the ancestral property, — the giving 
away and dividing and the rest is to be done by the wish of the Father only. 

It is only in regard to property of this kind that there can be assigned 
a superior share to the eldest Son or a double share taken by the Father 
himself, — if the Father so wishes. 

It is only in the case of the aforesaid property that there can be un- 
equal shares as asserted in the following text by Yajnavalkya (2.114) — 

[880] ‘If the Father makes the division, he shall divide the Sons as he wishes; 
he may assign a superior share to the eldest, or all may have equal 
shares ’ ; — 

as this has been called forth only in reference to such property in regard 
to which the Father’s ownership is absolute.* 

In regard to the ‘equal distribution’ asserted in this same text, the same 
authority saj's — 

[881] ‘If he makes the shares equal, those Wives also shall be made equal 
sharers to whom no Slridhana has been given either by the Husband 
or the Father-in-law’ — (Yajnavalkya 2.115). 

In this connection, as what is asserted is in reference to the division 
of property made by the ‘Father’, the ‘Wives’ spoken of must be the Wives 
of that Father himself. — 'Equal sharers’ — what is meant is that these Wives 
are to be given such property as would make their property equal to those 
other Wives who have already received their Strldhana. When the Father 
himself takes his whole self-acquired property and gives only a little of it 
to his Sons, then it is out of his own share that he should give to his Wives 
shares equal to that of the Sons. That is the reason why the text has laid 
down the separate gift to the Wives (out of the property) only ‘when he 
makes equal shares ’.f 


Just as in regard to his own self-acquired property, so also in regard to that 
ancestral property which he has recovered by his own power, — the distribution is 
determined by the Father’s wish — (Vivddachandra 19.2—5). 

‘Svashaktya’ — ‘by his own power’, — i.e. without the help of the ancestral 
property. In the lost ancestral property that has been recovered by the Father 
with the help of the ancestral property, — by reason of his being the reooverer, the 
Father receives two shares — (Viramitrodayar p. 574). 

* For notes see under 876 above. 

f If, even on the advent of old age, the Father should desire to make an equal 
division between himself and his Sons, then each of his Wives should receive a share 
equal to that of the Husband himself. Thi.s express declaration disposes of the 
objection that such division would be inconsistent with Harlta’s declaration to the 
effect that ‘there can be no division between Husband and Wife' — (SmrtichauArikd, 
p. 613). 

- In cases whore the plan of equal division has been adopted, the Wives of the 
divider himself, as also the widowed Wives of his Son and Grandson, if any, should 
receive the same share as their re.spectivo Husbands; — such of those as may not 
have been given any Strldhana either by their Husbands or by the Father-in-law 
himself ; — or those who have not received any Strldhana — should receive shares equal 
to what the Strldhana should have been; and in accordance with a Smrti text, the 
maximum of Strldhana has been fixed at 2,000, even where the property of the 
family is very extensive. In cases where the property is not extensive, the Wives 
shall receive equal shares. — Others again have explained that the ‘equal shares’ 
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Says Harlia — 

[882] ‘Or, dnading a small portion, he may retain the greater portion and 
live in the house. If he finds himself becoming poor, he may resume 
the property from the Sons.’ 


here prescribed are for childless Widows, with a view to their obtaining a child by 
‘ appointment’. — This, however, cannot be right: firstly, as there can be no ‘appoint- 
ment’ in the present age; and secondly, because in cases where ‘appointment’ 
would be possible, the Widow’s share would be determined the law relating to 
such ‘appointment’ — (Vishvarupa). 

Such Wives of the divider os have received no Sfndhana either from the Husband 
or from the Father-in-law should be made equal sharers unih the Sons; i.e. each bueh 
Wife should receive the same share that has been assigned to each of the Sons — 
{Apardrka). 

This is a special rule regarding cases where the option of ‘equal division’ has 
been adopted. In a case where the Father assigns equal shares to all his Sons, lie 
should assign to his Wives also shares equal to that of the Sons, — to those Wives 
to whom no Stridhana has been given either by the Husband or by the Father-in-law. 
In cases where Stridhaiia has been given, half-a-sbare shall be allotted to the Wife. — 
In cases where the Father divides the property on an unequal basis, — giving 
to the eldest Son a ‘superior share* and so forth, — the Wives do not receive such 
‘superior shares’; what they receive is a share equal to the shares into which the 
residue of the propert 3 * — after extracfeing the said ‘superior share’ — is dmded: 
along with such articles as have been declared to be such as should be given to 
them : such, for instance, as * Uten.siis and Ornaments which have been declared by 
Apastamha to belong exclusively to the Wife. — ^Even when * Body-born. ’ (Legitimate) 
Sous are there, if the Father is making a division during his lifetime, the Wives 
should be allotted shares equal to the Sons’. Similarly also when the property’’ is 
divided after the Father’s death; as has been declared in Ydj^valkya 2.123. — It js 
not right to take the present text to mean that ‘all that the Wife shall receive 
should be wliat is sufficient for her subsistence’: as in that case, the terms ‘equal’ 
and ‘ share ’ would be absoi utely meaningless. — It might be held that — ‘ if the property 
is a large one, she shall receive wliat is enough for her subsistence, and if it is small, 
she shall receive a share equal to that of the Sons’. — But this would be repugnant 
to the injunctive ohaiaeter of the Injunction that ‘the Wives shall be made equiil 
sharers ’ — {AJitdksard ) . 

If the Father makes the Sous equal sharers, then he should make his Wives 
also equal sharers. From this it follows that if he makes an unequal division 
among his Sons, the Wives also shall be made unequal sharers. This refers to the 
Wives of the Father himself, not to the AVives of the Son or the Grandson ; becau=e 
it is the Father who is the divider, and it is the divider's AVivea that are meant. — 
If there are some Wives who have not received some property either from the 
Husband or the Father-in-law, then they are to receive just that amount of wealth. 
— According to Haldyud/ia childless Wives also are meant to be included here. 
In cases where Stridhana has been already given, the AVife is to receive only half-a- 
share, says the Prakdsha — {VivadaraUidkara, pp. 464-465). 

If the Father makes an equal division, — among his AATves there may be some 
who have received Sirldhana from the Husband or the Father-in-law, as also some 
who have got no Stridhana; both these sets of AVives should b© made ‘posses.sed of 
equal wealth’. — ^If, however, the Father takes two shares for himself, — or, having 
divided a small portion of the property among his Sons, he takes for himself the 
larger portion, — then he should make his Wives ‘equal sharers’ out of what he 
has taken for himself- — {Vlramitrodaya-Tlkd on Ydjnavalkya). 

The term ^sama’’ stands for such share as is neither more nor less; or it may 
stand for the proportion of 4, 3, 2 and 1 shar^, which may be called ^sam<i\ i.e. 
equitable, in the sense of being sanctioned by the Scriptures, — Under these circum- 
stances, if th© Father, by his own wish, makes his Sons ‘partakers of eama {equal or 
equitable) shares then his AVives also should be made ‘ equal or equitable sharers 
For instance, if the .Sons, burn of his Brdlunana Wife, all receive equal shares, then 
the Brdhmana Wives also shall receive equal shares; — but if his Sons of inixed castes 
(bom to him from Ksaiiriya, Vaishya and Shudra Wives) receive 3, 2 and 1 shares 
respectively, then their Alothers also should receive the same shares as their respec- 
tive Sons. — ^This is an exception to what has been declared in Ydjnavalkya under 
2.114. — In case the Wives have received StT^dhana, in the form of Utensils and 
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* Upadashyeta * — Become poor.* 

This also refers to the Father’s self -acquired property. 

Ndrada — 

[883] ‘When dividing the property, the Father shall take two shares for 
himself. ’t 


Ornaments and the like, then they shall receive JudJ ; but ‘half* here does not stand 
for ‘equally divided part’, it stands for ‘share’ in general; and the meaning is that 
in this case, the Wives shall receive just that amount which, along with their 
Sirldhana, would be equal to what has been received by their Sons, — the share of 
each such Wife thus being made ‘equal’ to that of her Son. — Against this the follow- 
ing objection may be raised — ‘This would mean that in an indirect maimer, the 
StridJiana is to become divided, and this would go against all those texts which 
declare Strtdhana to be impartihle\ — But there is no force in this objection; as a 
matter of fact, in cases where we have texts laying down exceptions to the general 
maxim of the ‘ impartibility of S(rld1iana\ this general maxim has to be taken 
as qualified (and set aside) to that extent; and where there are no exceptions, the 
maxim remains intact. In the present case, when we take the two texts together 
— (o) ‘She to whom no StridJuxtia has been given shall receive an equal share’, and 
(6) ‘She to whom Slridhana has been given shall receive half-a-share — wo find 
that by implication, they constitute an exception to the general nile of the 
Impartibility of Sirldhana. — In a case where the Father makes an unequal division, 
allotting a ‘superior share ’ to the eldest Son and so forth — the Wives are not to receive 
any ‘ superior share ’ ; what should be done is that, after the ‘ superior share ’ assigned 
to the Son or Sons has been extracted, the residue shall be divided equally among 
the Sons, — the Wives also receiving equal shares. — The present text, — as also the 
text that ‘where the Sons are making the division after their Father’s Death, the 
Mother also shall receive an equal share’ — ^refers to such property ownership over 
which rests primarily with the Father; and such property is that which the Father 
has received as his share of the ancestral property and what he may have himself 
acquired by way of gifts and other sources — {Madanapdrijdta, pp. 662-664). 

If the Father makes the Sons ‘equal sharers’, then such of his Wives as have had 
no Sirldhana should also receive shares equal to those of the Sons. If they have 
received their Strtdhana^ then they shall receive only half of the Sons’ shares — 
{Pardsharamddhava, p, 333), 

On the death of the Father, when the uterine Brothers are dividing the property, 
they should give to their Mother a share equal to that of her Son. But this shall he 
done only if the Mother has received no Sirldhana ; if she has received it, then she shall 
have only half-a-share. — In case the division is being made by the Father himself, 
and he is allotting equal shares to the Sons, he should give to every one of his 
Wives a share equal to a Son’s share — {Ddydblidga, p. 67). 

The Wives who have received no Sirldhana from the Husband cr the Father 
in-law are mentioned here only by way of illustration; what i.s meant is that — 
‘those who have got no Sirldhana at ail from any source^ ; for such Wives, the share 
is restricted to one equal to the Son’s share. — ^Thus then, even in a case where the 
Father makes an unequal division of his property by assigning the ‘superior sliare’ 
to the eldest Son, — the Wives are to receive a share equal to what the Sons receive 
out of the residue left after the extraction of the said ‘superior share’; but the 
seniormost among them is not to receive a ‘superior share* — (Vlramitrodaya. 
pp. 560-561). 

The implication of this text is that the childless Wife is to receive a share at 
the time that the Father is making a division of the property among his Sons — 
{Smrtitaitva I, p. 179). 

When the Father is making an equal division of his property among his Sons, 
the Wife also is to receive a share. If the Wife has got her Sirldhana she shall get 
a ‘half-share’, as declared by Ydjnavalfcya himself xmder 2.148; which means that 
she should get as much as would make her Sirldhana equal to the share of the Son. 
If her Sirldhana is larger than the Sou’s share, then she receives no share at all 
in the property divided — {Vyavahdramayuklia^ p. 99). 

* If his own share of the property should become exhausted — ( Vivddaratndkaraf 
p. 463). 

t This refers to the Father’s self-acquired property — {Mitdksardi p. 648; 
also Madanapdrijdta, p. 647). 
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Shankha-Likhila — 

[884] ‘In case he has a Son with superior qualifications, he shall take 
two shares for himself; also the best biped and the best quadruped, 
in addition. He shall give a Bull to the eldest, and the House to the 
youngest, with the exception of the Father’s residence. ’ 

^WMn dividing' — this means that the Father is to receive two shares when 
i ihe' is making the division himself during his lifetime ; but not if his Sons are making 
the division during Ids lifetime — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 611). — [The possibility of the 
Sons making the division diuing the Father’s lifetime is declared by Vimu — ‘ Even 
ithe Father’s self-acquired property is sometimes divided by the Sons ’.] 

‘Atmanah’ is to be constru^ with ‘pratipadyeta', the meanmg being ‘shall 
take for himself’, — and not with 'dravyam', the meaning in which case would be 
‘his own property’; and tlds would be inconsistent with what has gone before — 
{Ddyabhaga, p. 44). 

This unequal division pertams to other Yvgas, not the present one — [Para- 
sharamdddiava, p. 339). 

This does not refer to the Father’s self-acqvured property, with regard to which 
he can always do what he likes; so that in that property, his portion cannot be 
limited to two shares; any such restriction would also be inconsistent with what 
has been said by Hdrlta to the effect that ‘the Father may take the greater portion 
for himself’ (Text No. 882 above). For these reasons the present text must be taken 
AS referring to the ancestral property — {Smrtitatlva II, p. 167). 

Tlds refers to oases where the Father has only one Son (see next Text, 884) — 
[Vyavahdramayukha, p. 98). 

This refers to the Father’s self-acquired property — (Vibhdgasdra, 3.1-3). 

The Father is entitled to two shares only if he has only one Son, not otherwise 

— {Vivddachandra 20.1-2). 

‘ Bupamadhikam ' — having taken one thing in excess, he shall take two shares. — 
If he has many Sons , — and if the eldest and the youngest are possessed of superior 
qualities, — a Bull should be given to the eldest and the House to the youngest. 
These special things are to go to these Sons even though the Father may be 
unwilling to give them. If such were not the meaning, then there would be no 
point in mentioning this specially. — ^This conclusion does not militate against the 
principle of equal division, laid down by Ydjhavalkya •, because this latter rule i.s 
meant for cases where all the Sons are possessed of equal qualifications. — The term 
‘ ekapuirah', ‘ with an only Son ’, has been taken by Haldyudha to mean the eldest Son. 
The Bhdsyakdra, on the other hand, does not read the term 'putra' at all; and 
explains the text to mean that — ‘even though he be ekali, alone, without a Wife, he 
shall take two shares, and if he has a Wife, he shall satisfy her by assigning another 
share to her; from among bipeds and quadrupeds, ho shall have one, in addition to 
the said two shares’; — he proceeds to add that the additional things are to be 
assigned to the eldest and youngest Sons only if they happen to be endowed with 
superior qualities ; and this even though the Father may be unwilling ; — if there is no 
superiority in the quality of any .Son, then the division may be equal or imequal, 
according to the Father’s wish — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 466). 

Shahkiia-Likhita have declared here that the Father is to have two shares, only 
in the event of his having an only Son. — The author of the Vyavahdra-pdrijdta has 
explained the text as follows: — The term 'eka' stands for superior, and the meaning 
is that, if the man has a Son who is superior, i.e. possessed of such qualifications as 
render him capable of acquiring property for himself, — then, when making a division 
between that Son and himself, the Father shall take two shares for himself. — 
Jimutavdlmna (in Ddyabhdga, p, 48) has expounded the compound 'ekapuirah' 
as 'ekasya putrah', the son of one Father', i.e. the Body-born Son; whereby the Kse- 
traja Son becomes excluded ; and the meaning according to him is that, if the Father 
is the Body -born of his Father then in the property of this latter he may take two 
shares. — This, however, is not right; as under this explanation, the text would 
pertain to the Orandf other’ s property, to which the rights of the Father and Son 
are equal, and there would be no justification for the Father, — even though he was 
the Body-born Son of his Father, — ^to take two shares.- — The author of the 
Mital^ard has entirely ignored this text of Shahkha-Likhita — {Viramitrodaya, p. 506). 

' hkaputrah'—ttie eldest Brother, competent to earn. If he is not so, then the 
Father’s sliare shall be equal to the Son’s. — Xi'eka' meant the number ‘one’, then 
the next word would become disjointed — (Vibhdgasdra 3.1-5). 
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‘Rupam’ — thing. 

Thus the meaning is that the Father shall take (a) two shares, and (6) 
the best one among slaves, and (e) the best one among the cattle. — One 
Bull shall be given to the eldest Son if he is possessed of the best qualifioa - 
tions, and the House — with the exception of the Father’s residence — is to 
be given to the youngest Son who may be possessed of superior qualifioa - 
tions. 

This allocation of two shares to the Father must be taken as meant only 
for the case where the Father has an only Son ; as it is simpler to take the 
two texts as having the same origin. 

This rule applies to property which is not the Father’s self -acquired ; 
because in regard to his self-acquired property, he can divide it in any way 
he chooses, the mention of the ‘ only son ’ would bo futile. 

The term ‘ eha ’ here stands for superior, and does not connote the 
number one. Otherwise, it would be inconsistent with the mention of the 
‘ eldest ’ and the ‘ youngest ’ (which would have no meaning if the only son 
were there). Hence what is meant is that in ease the elde.st and the 
youngest Sons are possessed of superior qualifications, they should receive 
the additional things, while the other Sons shall receive equal shares of the 
property ; while the Father shall receive the two shares along with the addi- 
tional thing.s (hest slave and best cattle). Such in brief is the import of the 
text. 

Says Apastamba — ■ 

[885] 'Having satisfied the eldest Son by the gift of a superior article, the 

Father shall divide the rest equally among his living Sons. ’ 

The qualifying term ‘jivat’, ‘living’, indicates that no share is to be 
given to the Wife of a Son who may be dead; though it has to be given to his 
Son; firstly because of the declaration that ‘the Son is the same as one’s own 
self’, and secondly because of another text which actually enjoins it. 

The reading adopted in the Ratnakara, however, is 'jlvan' (as a separate 
present participle, qualifying the ‘Father’); that, however, is not right; as the 
fact of his being alive is clearly indicated by his being spoken as the ‘maker 
of the division’, which would make the qualifying term ‘living’ entirely 
superfluous.* 

‘ Ekadhanena’ — one superior article. 

As to who is ‘the eldest’ — Devala says — 

[886] ‘ Among Sons born of Wives belonging to castes different from that of 

the Father, — the Progeny, the Forefathers and Seniority rests upon 

that Son whose face they see first . ’ 

That is, among Sons born of Wives belonging to castes other than that 
of the Father, that Son whose face one sees first, — on him rest the Progeny 
and the Forefathers, as also Seniority. Which means that the Father’s first 
male child is the ‘eldest’. — But if a Son is born, even subsequently, of a Wife 


* In regard to his self-acquired property, the Father is free to do what he 
likes, but the ancestral property cannot be divided at his mere will, as the Sons 
also have a share in it. Even so, the partition made by the Father should be 
accepted as valid — {Vibhdgasdra 3.1—5). 

'Jlvan', ‘Living’, Father, who is incapable of having more Sons. — 'Eka- 

dhanena ' — ^by the gift of a good house or some such thing Whether the 

eldest shall receive more or less shall depend upon the excellence of his qualities— 
{Vivddaratndkara, p. 467). 

The living Father shall satisfy the eldest Son by giving to him some excellent 
thing out of the joint property and the rest he shall divide equally among himself 
and the Sons, including the eldest. The special share is given by reason of his being 
the first born ; and this share shall consist of only one good thing — (Smrlichandrikd, 
p. 608). 
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belonging to the same caste as the Father, then this Son is the ‘eldest even 
though bom later. 

This has been thus declared by Mann (9.125) — 

[887] ‘Among Sons bom of Motliei-s of the same statns, — if there is no other 
distinction, — there is no seniority on account of then’ mothers; seniority 
is to be declared by bh'th only. ’ * 

That is, m a case where the Father has Sons from Wives belonging to 
several castes, — the Son of the Wife who is of the same caste as her Husband 
is the ‘senior’, even though he might have been born later. 

Again — 

[888] ‘If an eldest Brother, tlirough avarice, defrauds the younger Brothers, 
he shall lose his seniority and also his share and shall be punished bj^ the 
King ’ — (Manu 9.213).t 


* ‘0/ the same slatas' — i.e. belonguig to the same caste — (MedhaliOii). 

Among Sons born of Mothers of the same caste, as there is no distinction based 
upon the difference in ea.ste. it has been held that seniority is not due to the order 
of the Wives ; only one wlio is senior in age is to receive the Preferential Share. — 
Thus, inasmuch as ‘ Seniority on account of Mothers’ is found to be both affirmed 
(in Mann 9.124) and denied (in the present text), this has to be taken as a case of 
option; the option being determined in each rase by the presence or absence of 
superior qualifications : i.e. one possessed of superior qualifications is to be regarded 
as the ‘Senior’, It is for this reason that the Preferential Share lias been declared 
by Brhasj ati to be given to the "eldest’ only if he is possessed of superior qualifica- 
tions. in regard to Birth, Learning and other qualities — {Kulluka). 

In Texts 122, 123 and 124, Mann, has propounded the views of other people 
regarding partition; with this text he proceeds to set forth his own views; and to 
that end, he explains what he means by ‘eldest’. Among Sons bom of Mothers 
of the same caste, the seniority qualifying for the Preferential Share depends upon 
priority of birth, not upon the sequence in the marriage of their Mothers. — KuUfikc 
has called this a case of option ; while Medhdtilhi regards it as a mere ‘commendalor\ 
declaration’. As a matter of fact however. Priority of Birth is the determining 
factor — (Raghavdnanda). 

Some people have held the view that ‘Verses 122-124 of Mann have stated 
the Purvapalcsa view and the present verse states the Siddhanta view; otherwise 
there would he an inconsistency between the two’. — This however is not right, 
because it has been already explained that the diversity in the division is due to 
differences in the qualifications and character of the Sons. This is also the correct 
explanation; for, so long as a text can be interpreted as stating the author’s ovn 
view, it cannot be right to take it as representing the contrary [Purvapaksa) view. 
Further, Laksimdhara and aisc the Pdrijdta have decided that the Preferential Share 
for the younger Son born of the senior \Vife is due to him by reason of hie being the 
‘eldest’. I.e. semormost — {Vivddaraindkara, pp. 476-477). 

' Jyesthatd,’ , ‘Being eldest’, "seniority’ consists not only in being horn first-, as 
it has been declared that ‘Seniority is due to quatificcUions and age’ — (Vivddachandra 
19.2-7). 

‘Seniority’ among Brothers rests upon the seniority of the Mother, — and wlieu 
there are several Sons born of Mothers of the same caste, ‘seniority’ goes by age 
— iDdyanirnaya 19.2—6). 

t 'Defrauds' — i.e. cheats them -out of their share in the property: as also of 
the rewards and honours that may be conferred by the King on the family. — 
‘Loses las seniority’ — i.e. is to be treated as an ordinary ‘kinsman’ (and not obeyed 
and re.spected like the Father). Thi.s, how'ever, does not preclude alt that is due to 
him as the eldest Brother.. — He loses also his ‘.share’ — i.e. the Preferential Share due 
to him as the eldest Brother. — ‘Punished’ — as no special form of punishment has 
been prescribed, the man shall be reprimanded or censured or fined, in accordance 
W'ith the exact nature of his offence — (Mcdhdtithi). 

‘Defrauds’ — i.e. tries either to deprive them of their share or to reduce it. — 
'Loses his seniority', — i.e. is not to be respected. As the text expressly names the 
‘eldest ’ Brother, — it follows that, if the yoimger Brothers behave in a similar maimer, 
they are not to lose their share — {Sarvajnandrdyana). 
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Manu (9.112) — 

[889] *For tlie eldest, the Preferential Share shall consist of the twentieth part 
(of the property), as also the best among the chattels belonging to the 
Father ; half of that for the middlemost, and the fourth for the youngest. ’ * 


He becomes deprived of the honour due to him, as also of the Preferential 
Share*— (K’?t?iwA;a). 

‘ Vlmhurmla ' — ^turn out of the House . — ^Ajyesthah ’ — deprived of the honour due 
to him: — 'abfidgah ' — not entitled to share the paternal property — {Baghavdnanda). 

The text lays down the circumstances under which the eldest Brother becomes 
deprived of his share . — ^ VinikiD'mt'Ct ^ — set aside — (Nandctna). 

If the eldest Brother oppresses the younger ones, he ceases to be entitled to 
respect and to the Preferential Share — {Rdmacltandra). 

In this text Manu has been understood to make the misappropriation of joint 
property an offence only for the eldest Brother, not for the younger ones. But this 
is not right ; because just as it is an offence for the eldest Brother, who is in the 
place of the Father, so it is also for the younger ones, who are in the position of Sons. 
This has been made clear by Qautama quoting the Aitareya Brdhmana 2.1-7 — 
*If a man deprives a co*sharer of his share, he becomes destroyed’; where the 
offence is not restricted to the eldest Brother — {Mitdksard, p. 672). 

' Vhiikvrmta' — defrauds. — *Ajyfsthah ^ — no longer to be respected as the eldest 
Brother — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 478). 

When it is wrong for the eldest Brother, who is his own master, to misappro- 
priate joint property, it is very much more so for the younger Brothers who arc 
dependent upon the eldest Brother; it cannot mean that such misappropriation is 
^T'ong for the eldest Brother only — (Pcudsharamddhavay pp. 383*384; also Vira- 
mitrodayat p. 706). 

The teim ‘Eldest Brother’ stands here for copai'ceners in general; the meaning 
being that such misappropriation is wrong for the eldest, and much more so for the 
younger ones among them — {Vyavahdramayukhay p. 131). 

* Some people have held the view that the rules sanctioning the Preferential 
Shares are not meant for the present age; that they stand on the same footing as 
the rule sanctioning the killing of cows for the Madhtiparkn ojfcring. — This, however, 
is not right; no such restriction regarding the time of application is fomid anywhere. 
— ‘77ie twentieth part ' — of the entire estate — shall be extracted and given to the 
eldest Brother as his Preferential Share; '^half of ihat' — i.e. the fortieth part, — to 
the middlemost Brother; and the 'fourth' — i.e. the eightieth part — to the youngest 
Brother. — xAfter all these Preferential Shares have been extracted, the remainder 
shall be divided into three equal shares. — ^Fur^iher, among all the chattels, that 
which, happens to be the best, is also to be given to the eldest Brother. — If we adopt 
the dravyeshvapi param varam' in place of ' sarvadravydchcha yad varam', 

the meaning would be that ‘among all kinds of things, the best of each kind shall 
be given’; for instance, if there are cows and horses, the best cow and the best 
horse shall be given to him absolutely as a Preferential Share, not in lieu of another 
article, or in return for a price. — ^This I'ule sanctioning the Preferential Shares is* 
meant only for those cases where all the three Brothers are possessed of special 
qualifications — {Medhdtithi). 

Out of the joint property, the twentieth, the fortieth and the eightieth parts 
being extracted, the twentieth part and one good article shall be given bo the 
eldest Brother and the other two parts to the two younger Brothers, and then the 
remainder shall be divided equally among them. This shall be done if all the three 
Brothers are possessed of equally lugh qualifications — {Sarvajhandidyana; also 
Kulliika). 

The meaning is that when the property is being divided, the eldest Brother, 
if he is worthy, shall receive the best share — {Rdghavdnanda). 

If there are several middle Brothers, each of them shall receive what has been 
laid down for the ‘middlemost ’ — {Nandana), 

Manu here lays down the allotment of Preferential Shares. To the eldest 
Brother, who is also the best equipped with learning and other qualities, shall be 
given the twentieth part of the whole partible property, and also the best thing 
among the articles constituting that property, — as his Preferential Share; — half 
of this. i.e. the fortieth part of the same property, as also a middling thing, shall be 
given to the middlemost in age, who is also possessed of middling learning and other 
qualities; — the fourth part of it, — i.e. the eightieth part of that same property, and 
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Again — 

[890] ‘From among the goods of all kinds, the elde'^t shall take the best; 
as also anything that may be particularly good, and also the best of ten 
(animals )' — (Manu 9.114).* 


also some little thing, shall be given to the 3’ouiJgest in age, who is also possessed 
of the lowest qualifications — {Snirtichandrikd^ p. 619). 

All these unequal divisions depend the wish of the person making tiie 

division — (ApardrJca, p, 717}. 

Of the entire estate, the twentieih part, as also the best of all the chattels, shall 
be given to the eldest ; half of that — i.e. the fitriieth part of the property — and a 
middling tlrnig, shall be given to the middlemost, and the fourth of that — i.e. the 
eightieth part of the property and some inferior article, shall be given to the j^ounge^t. 
This IS the mode of Preferential Partition made after the death of the Parents 
[Mitalisard, p. 621], — All these Preferential Shares are to be awarded hy the neutral 
pereons who are making the partition — save. Bdlambhaiii. 

The Preferential Shares here laid down are for those cases where the eldest 
and others are possessed of spvecial qualifications. The rule on this point is a^: 
follows: — ^Mien there are sevei'ai Sons bom of the same Mother, and all possessed 
of good qualificationsj—but there is a gradual decrease in the degree of these quah- 
fi.cations. — then, out of the joint property, the twentieth part shall be extracted 
and given to the eldest Brother, along with the best thing among the chattels; the 
fortieth part along with a middling thing to the middlemost Brother, and the eightieth 
part along with an inferior thing to the j’oungest Brother — {Vivddaraimhara . 
p. 469). 

This rule applies to cases where the property is more than * ten and when 
there is a difference in the qualifications of the Brothers — {VivddaehaYtdra 20.2.2). 

The meaning of this is as follows: — Out of the partible property, the twentieih 
part, and also the best among the partible articles, are to be given to the eldest 
Brother; the fortieth part of the joint property and a middling article to the middle- 
most and the eightieth part and an inferior article to the youngest; the remainder 
of the property is to be divided equally among all. — There are several other texts 
ganetioning such unequal divisions; but, though sanctioned, as the practice is not 
followed among people, it should not be adopted in practice ; this case being analogous 
to the case of ^iyoga which, though sanctioned by the Scriptures, is not adopted 
in practice at the present time — {Mad43,napdrijdfa, p. 646). 

This text laj’s down the method of Preferential Shares. — Such unequal division 
by the Father is permissible only in connection with his self -acquired property’; in 
the ancestral propertjn all have equal shares, and it is absolutely wrong to have an 
unequal division merelj' by the Father’s whim — {Pardshuramddhava^ pp. 332-333). 

* The first sentence only reiterates what has been said before regarding the 
©Ide&t Brother taking ‘the best of the chattels’. — The term ‘jdia" may mean hind 
or variety. — 'Anythin/^ particularly good ' — such as a piece of Cloth or an Ornament. — 
'Best of ten animals '^ — if there are ten horses, or ten cows, he shall take the best of 
these. — Some people read ^ varan’ for ‘rorrawi’, and take it as qualifying ' dashaiah' 
wliich is construed as Accusative Plural, the meaning being that ‘he shall take ten 
good animals ' — {Medhdtiihi). 

When the property has been divided into the requisite number of share=^, 
any article which is the best, and which the eldest Brother likes best, should be 
taken by him; similarly among all the shares, what maj^ happen to be jiarticularly 
good .shall be taken by the eldest; and out of every ten animals to be partitioned, 
that which is the best shall also be taken by him, in addition to what may ha^'e 
been included under his own share. — ^Tliis applies to eases where the eldest Brother 
possesses very high qualifications and the j’ounger ones verjr low qiiaUfications — 
{Sarvajhandrdyana). 

From among the goods of all kinds, the eldest Brother shall take what may 
be the best; this reiterates what has been .said before. — If there is any single thing 
that is particularly good, that also will go to the eldest; as also the best one among 
every ten animals. — This applies to cases where the eldest Brother possesses high 
qualifications and the younger ones possess none — (KulUiha). 

'Sarvesam ’ — from among all the things to be divided . — 'Dashaiah ’ — from 
among ten cows or other animals. — ^This refers to cases w’^here there are ten animals — 
{Rdghavdnanda) . 
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Baudhdyana — 

[891] ‘The eldest Brother shall take one out of ten; the others shall receive 
equally. ’ 

[892] ‘ All the Sons are to receive their Father’s property equally. Any one 
of them who is endowed with Learning and Righteousness deserves to 
receive more’ — {Brhaspati). 

All this applies to eases where the eldest Brother is possessed of very 
superior qualifications ; while the Twentieth Part is to be given to him as a 
Preferential Share when he possesses just some special quaUfications ; in 
cases where all the Brothers possess equal qualifications, the eldest Brother 
shall get only some little thing as a present to satisfy him.’*’ 

Devala — 

[893] ‘To the eldest, — if he is righteous, — the tenth part shall be allotted.’ 

This is meant for cases where the eldest Brother is specially devoted to 
Vedic Study and Fire-tending, and the others are all entirely devoid of 
qualifications; so say Haldyudha and Pdrijdta.'f 
Brhaspati — 

[894] ‘Where the Father has made the division — either in equal or unequal 
shares, — ^that division shall be maintained (by the Sons); otherv’ise they 
would become degraded.’ t 


The Preferential Shares mentioned in the previous texts refer to cases where 
the qualifications of all the Brothers are of a high order; the present text lays down 
what is to be done in oases where the eldest Brother is possessed of distinctly higher 
qualifications. — 'All kinds of goods' — such as Cattle, Land, Gold and so forth; — 
‘the best' — the eldest shall take. — If there is anytln'ng ' parttctilarljj good', which 
cannot be divided, — siioh e.g. as the image of a deity, — that also the eldest shall 
take. He shall also receive the best one from among every ten animals — {Nandana). 

If the eldest Brother is possessed of very superior qualifications, then — 
(a) that which is the best article among all the goods, (6) that which may be the best 
among its kind, — e.g. the best of Rubies, — and (c) the best of every ten ammals, — 
cows, buffaloes, etc., — the eldest shall receive — (Vivadaratnakara, p. 469). 

* The meaning is that the Sons are equal sharers in the property as well as the 
debts of the Father .... If the Sons of a Father are not outcasts, or under other 
disabilities, — and they are all equal in the matter of Learning and other qualifications, 
— ^they shall share the property equally; — but in case there is mequality among 
them, one who happens to be endowed with superior learning and other qualifications 
shall ‘receive more’, either through a ‘Preferential Share’ or through ‘imequal 
division’ — {Smrtichandrikd, pp. 616 and 618). 

Excessive shares shall be given to the eldest or other Brothers only when they 
are possessed of superior qualifications — (V ivddachmidra 20.2.2). 

Here Brhaspati points out in what eases the ordinary rule of equal division 
may be deviated from — (Smrtitattva II, p. 164). 

f According to Haldyudha and Pdrijdta, this is to be given where the eldest is 
equipped with Vedic Scholarship and the others have no special qualifications ; — 
according to others, the meaning is that when the eldest is equipped with the Fire, 
and with Vedic Scholarship, and the others have no special qualifications, then the 
eldest receives the ‘tenth part’ and among the other unqualified Brothers the 
‘fortieth part’ of the property is to be divided — [Vivadaratnakara. p. 472). 

J What is meant to be precluded by this is the possibility of the partition 
being effected by the wish of the Sons — [Apmrdrka, p. 717). 

'By the Father', — i.e. in the manner prescribed in the Scriptures. What 
would not be in accordance with the Scriptures would not be lawful and hence not 
irrevocable. Even in regard to one’s self-acquired property, it would not be a lawful 
division if one Son received a thousand gold-pieces and the other only a shell. 
Hence there can be no doubt that in ease the unequal division has been made in an 
unauthorised manner, — and if the Sons object to it, — it cannot be maintained — 
[Smrtichandrikd, p. 610). 
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This is in regard to tho self -acquired property of the Father. 

Manu (9.215) — 

[895] ‘ Among undudded Brothers, if there is a Joint Concern, — the Father 
shall, on no account, make an unequal division of it.’ * 

This refers to the case of such propert 5 '^ as has been acquired by the 
joint labour of the Brothers; hence there is no inconsistency between this 
and what has gone above. 

Brhaspati — 

[896] ‘One who is seniormost, in regard to Birth, Learning and other qualifica- 
tions, should receive two shares out of the inheritance; the others should 
be equal sharers; the former is like a Father unto these. ’f 


tVhat is meant is that in regard to his self-acquired property, the Father is 
entirely free to take two shares for himself, or to give something to the Sons and 
take all the rest for himself, or to make an unequal division among the Sons — 
(Vivadachandra 19.2-10). 

* It has been declared by Y djnavcdkya (2.116) that ‘an unequal divdsion has 
been declared to be lawful, if made by the Father ’. This is what is desired here. — 

‘ Joint Concern ’ — i.e. where all of them have acquired wealth — one by agriculture, 
another by receivmg gifts, another by service, while another takes care of what 
has been earned by others and invests it and uses it to the advantage of all; — all 
such wealth shall be pooled together and divided equally, and no excessive share 
shall be given to any one by the Father, through his love for him — (MedhOlilhi). 

'Joint Concern' — acquiring wealth jointly — by agriculture and other dherse 
methods. — ^The Father shall not give more to any one on the groimd of his having 
put forth more work than the others — {SarvajAandrdyana). 

If among the Brothers living together with their Father, there is some Concern 
carried on for the piu'pose of acquiring wealth, — then, at the time of the division 
of that wealth, the Father shall not on any account give more to any one Son than 
to the others — (KulWka). 

This is an exception to what Ydjnavalkya has said in regard to the legality of 
unequal division made by the Father — (Rdgliavdnanda). 

‘Saha utthdnam’ — joint acquisition. — 'Visamam', 'unequal', — by allowing 
a larger share to the eldest Son — {Naiidana). 

In cases where property has been acquired by the joint labour of all the Brothers, 
the division shall be equal, — even when done by the Father. The implication of 
tills is that in other cases an imequal division may be made by the Father — 
{Apardrka). 

'Utthdna' — Action tending to the acquisition of wealth — [Vivddaratndkara, 
p. 468). 

'Utilidna' is acquisition, — If all the Brothers have had an equal share in the 
work of acquiring the wealth, there shall be no unequal division — (Yivdda- 
chandra 19.2-8). 

IVhat is meant here is that, if the Sons themselves ask for partition, during the 
Father’s lifethno, — then the Father shall not give a Preferential Share to any one — 
{Ddyabhdqa, p. 57). 

If there has been an equal 'ulllidna' — i.e. exertion, on the part of all tho 
Brothers, towards the acquiring of the wealth, — then the Father shall not make an 
unequal division — (Vlramitroduya, p. 562). 

What Manu declares here is that there shall be no unecjual division if the Sons 
themselves ask for partition — [Smrtitattva II, p. 165). 

‘Utthdna' — earning, acquisition. — There shall be no unequal division, as it 
has been prohibited. So that, in this case, the Father shall not receive two 
shares, nor shall the eldest Brother receive a Preferential Share — IVibhdnasdra 

3.2- 3). 

This refers to the case where the Sons have asked for partition — (Ddiianirnaya 

16.2- 1). ^ 1 o . 

t This text lends support to the view that the ‘ seniority ’ does not mean older aye 
only, but also superiority in Learning and other qualifications — (Smrlichandrikd, 
p. 620 ; also Vivadachandra 20.2—4). 
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This refers to that eldest Brother who is possessed of the highest quali- 
fications and is competent to support the others, like a Father. 

Again — 

[897] ‘All the Sons are to receive their Father’s property equally. Any one 
of them who is endowed with Learning and Righteousness deserves to 
receive more’ — {BrJiaspati). [This is the same as Text 892 above.} 

Vydsa — 

[898] ‘If any one of the Brothers, while depending upon the joint property, 
acquires, through valour and such other means, any such property as 
conveyances and the like, the Brothers shall share that property; two 
shares out of it shall go to the acquirer and the remainder shall be 
divided equally among the rest.’* 


Herein Brhaspati explains to what sort of ‘eldest Brother’ excessive shares are 
to be given — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 480). 

The eldest Brother is entitled to two shares, not only by virtue of his being 
seniormost in arje. — ^The title to ‘two shares’ cannot be regarded as referring to such 
property as the eldest Brother might have acquired for himself; as, in that case, 
there would be no point in the mention of ‘Learning and other qualifications’. — 
This rule regarding the ‘two shares’ applies to only those cases where the division 
is among uterine Brothers; when the division is among uterine and non -uterine 
Brothers, the ‘eldest’ is to receive only the ‘twentieth part’ as his Preferential 
Share — {Dayabhaga, p. 42). 

* ‘Joint property’ — Property belonging to those not separated. — The teim 
'Brothers’ stands here for coparceners in general. — ‘Through valour and such other 
means’. — This indicates the partibility of all those other kinds of property which 
a coparcener may obtain in marriage and so forth, on the basis of the joint property — 
{Stnrtichandrika, p. 640). 

This should be taken as applying to all those kinds of property obtained by 
Learning. Bravery and the like, which do not fall within those specifically declaretl 
to be impartible — (Vivddaratnakara, p. 508). 

The acquirer worked through his body as also through the joint property, 
while the other co-sharers worked thi'ough the property only; hence it is only 
equitable that the former should have a double share — {Dayanirnaya 14.2-3). 

This refers to cases where the additional property has been acquired noth the 
help of the ancestral property — (Apardrka, p. 726). 

Just as in the ease of the property acquired by Learning, — through the help 
of the property of the Father and others, — so also in that of property acquired by 
Bravery, etc., — the acquiror is entitled to two shares — (Pardsharamddhava, p. 379). 

The mere fact of the property being acquired by Bravery, etc. does not make 
it impartible; under certam oircurastanoes, even such property is partible; e.g. tliis 
text speaks of such property when acquired with the help of the joint property 
— (p. 107). — The text lays down a double share for the earner of the property in 
what he may have acquired with the help of the joint property; while in a case 
where such property has been acquired entirely with efforts of his own body and 
with the help of his own private property — without drawing upon the joint property, 
— he receives, not oidy two shares, but much more; in fact, the whole of it goes to 
him — (Dayabhaga, p. 111). 

‘ Srldhdranam’ — Joint property. — This provides an exception to the general 
rule that the gains of bravery, etc. are not partible — (MadanapdHjdta, p. 688). 

'Brothers’ — This term stands for all members of the joint familj'^. Uncle and the 
rest. If, m the earning, some loss has been suffered by the joint property, the share 
received by the coparceners in the newly acquired property shall be increased in 
proportion to his share in the said loss. Such is the view of the Ddyabhdga — 
(Smrtitattva II, p. 176). 

One who has earned more with the help of the joint property shall receive 
a double share (4.1-2). — This refers to cases where the additional property has been 
acquired with the help of the joint property. — ‘ Shaiiryddi' stand.s for ‘that of which 
Valour is the first’; so that Learning also becomes included: and in all ‘gains of 
Learning’, as defined by Kdtydyana, the acquirer receives a double share — 
(Vibhdgasara 9.2-1). 
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That is, even when any one acquires, by his own special personal effort, 
through bravery and such means, any property, — with the help of the joint 
property, — the acquirer is entitled to two shares in that property. [This 
text is quoted and commented upon again on p. 214 of the printed text, vide 
Text No. 953 beloiv.] 

Vashistha — 

[899] ‘Among these, if any one has acquired something by himself, he should 
receive two shares in it. ’ * 

This means the same as the previous text. [This text is quoted again 
and commented upon, vide Text No. 952.] 

Ydjhavalkya (2.120) — 

[900] ‘(A) In what accrues to the joint property, the division shall be equal. — 
(B) Among persons born of several Fathers, the shares are determined 
tlirough their respective Fathers.’ 

(A) ‘Sdmdnya, etc. etc.' — That is, even when a co-sharer in the joint 
property adds to that property, through Agricultm'e, Trade and other 
means, — he shall not receive a larger share.— This, however, is to be understood 
to refer to cases where the other coparceners also have done the same (towards 
the augmentation of the joint property); otherwise there would be inconsis- 
tency with the rest of the text. — (B) ‘Aneka, etc. etc.' — ^That is, in a case 
where there have been several undivided Brothers and they have all 
died, each of them leaving several Sons, — ^and each of these Sons adds to the 
joint property by means of Agriculture and other means, — each of these 
Sons will not have a full share, like their Fathers; aU the Sons of one Father 
will jointly receive only what would have been the share of their common 
Father, t 


If a coparcener by his own efforts, but with the help of the joint property, 
acquires some property, he shall take two shares out of it for himself and divide 
the rest equally among the other coparceners— ( Fwadoc/iondro 20.2-3). 

* Attiong these', — i.e. among the Father. Brother and other coparceners — 
(Moflanapdrijata, p. 647). 

If among the Brothers living together, any one has acquired property by his 
own efforts, but by drawing upon the paternal property, that property is to be 
divided among all the Brothers, but the person who has acquired it shall receive 
two shares — (Milaksnrd, p. 652). 

t l-^) Arthasamutthdna — acquiring of property. When a property is ac- 
quired by all coparceners with each other’s help, it should be divided equally. 
Of such property, the division shall be equal, even when done by the Father. — 
(B) Several Brothers, who had lived together with their property undivided, have 
died; among them one has left a single Son, another has left two, and the third has 
lert several Sons; in this case, the shares that will be assigned to these Sons will be 
through their respective Fathers ; that is, the two or several sons of one Father shall 
share arnong themselves only that much of the property which would have fallen 
to the sham of their Father; and the whole property shall not be divided equally 
among the Cousins — {A pardrka). 

(A) Sdindnydrthasamutthdne' — this qualifies 'dravye'; the moaning being, 
m the case of such property a.s has its rise from the joint property’; i.e. what has 
been derivedl from the common property, — the division shall be equal ; even though 
some individual coparcener may have put forth much bodily labour and other 
kinds ot effort in the obtaining of that property. But this is so only in the case of 
Brothers, not of all kmds of coparceners. — (B) There is equal division of the In- 
heritance only among Brothers; — ' Anekapitrkdndm' , — among Cousins and other 
coparceners —the division proceeds on the basis' of their respective Fathers, That 
- ^ having made an equal division among themselves, — when 

""u ly r f heir turn, come to make a division, the Sons of each of the said Brothers 

stall divide arnong themselves only that which forms the share of their Father, 
ita sense IS that the Grandsons are entitled to the Grandfather’s property only 
through their Fathers, not by themselves, like their Fathers — {Vishvarupa). 
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Ndrada — 

[901] ‘If a Brother, engaging himself in the business of the family, carries 
on their business, he should be enriched by the Brothers by the present- 
ing of Pood, Clothes and Conveyances.’ 


(A) This is an exception to the law relating to the ‘gains of learning’ and such 
other properties out of which the acquirer receives two shares. If the common 
property of undivided Brothers is augmented, through Trade, Agriculture and other 
means, by any one of the coparceners, the division of it shall be equal, and the 
acquirer shall not receive two shares. — (B) This lays down the rule for the division 
of the Grandfather’s property among Grandsons. Though it is true that in their 
Grandfather’s property, the Grandsons derive their right from their birth, — ^just 
like their Fathers — yet the division of that property among them shall be through 
their Fathers, and not through themselves. Anekapitrkandm' means those who 
have several Fathers but the same Qrandfather — says BalambhaUi.] — The meaning 
is as follows : — In a case where a number of Brothers who had been living together 
have died, leaving Sons, — and there is divergence in the number of Sons left by 
them, one having left two, another three and so forth, — the two Sons of one Brother 
shall, between themselves, receive the single share that would have been their 
Father’s ; and the four Sons of the other Brother shall receive, among themselves, 
the single share that would have been their Father’s. — ^The same rule applies also 
to the case when some Sons of the Grandfather are alive, while others have died 
leaving their Sons; the liv'ing ‘Sons’ receiving their own respective shares, and the 
Sons of the dead ‘ Sons ’ receiving what would have been their Fathers’ share — 
(Mitdlo^ard). 

When all the Brothers have acquired property jointly by such means as 
Agriculture, Trade and the like, the division shall be equal among aU of them. 
The particle Hu' serves to differentiate this case from that of the property that may 
have been acquired by a Brother independently of the joint (ancestral) property, 
which latter is not partible. — (B) This lays down the rule for dividing the Grand- 
father’s property. — In a case where among the two Sons of the Grandfather, one has 
left one Son and the other fom' Sons, — the property shall be divided into two parts j 
one part shall go to the single Son of the first Son, and the second part shall go to 
all the four Sons of the second Son. — ^The particle ‘tu' indicates that the number 
of shares into which the whole property shall be divided shall not be the same as 
the number of the Grandsons — {Vtramttrodaya-T ika on Yajhavalkya). 

(A) This refers to cases where the property has been acquired by means other 
than Learning, — such as Agriculture and the like. — (B) In a case where Brothers, 
living jointly with their Father, have died leaving Sons, — the first Brother leaving 
two, the second three, and the third four, — though these Grandsons have a right in 
their Grandfather’s property by virtue of their bii’th, equally with their Fathers, 
yet the two Sons of the first get only one part, the three Sons of the second get only 
one part and the four sons of the third also get only one part of the property — 
(Parasharamddhava, pp. 378 and 337). 

(A) If the joint property has been augmented by means of Agriculture, etc., 
the addition shall be divided equally among all; and the individual acquirer shall 
not have two shares. — (B) ' Anekapitrka' are Cousins, the Sons of several Brothers, 
born of their Wives ; — to these, shares in the Grandfather’s property shall be assigned 
in accordance with the shares of their respective Fathers. That is to say, for 
example, there were three Brothers; one of them has one Son, the second has two, 
and the third has three ; thus there are six Cousins ; when these come to divide their 
Grandfather’s property among themselves, they shall divide it, — not into six equal 
parts, but — into three equal parts as among the three Brothers (their Fathers); 
and the only Son of the first Brother shall take the whole of one such share ; the two 
Sons of the second Brother shall receive, between themselves, the second of those 
three shares ; and the three Sons of the third Brother shall receive, among themselves, 
the third share.— In those cases where some of the Brothers have died leaving their 
Sons, while some are living, the division shall be on the same lines, — each of the 
Brothers receiving a full share and their nephews receiving only what would have been 
their Fathers’ share — (Madanapdrijdta, pp. 688, 659-660). 

(A) ' Samutthdna' is increase, augmentation. The meaning is that the acquirer 
does not do anything more than the others. This refers to cases where the acquisition 
has been equal. — (B) The meaning of the second line is that, where there have been 
several undivided Brothers and they have died, leaving different numbers of Sons 
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That iR. in a case where one of the coparceners takes up the work of the 
entire family and with liis management augments the joint property. — 
what he receives as his ahare is the same as that received by other eo-sharers; 
hence, in order to compensate him for his labours, the others should make 
special presents to him of Grains. Clothes, Horse, etc., commensurate with 
his work.* 

ilanu (9.207) — 

[902] ‘ Among Brothers, if any one, being competent through his otvn pro- 
fession, does not desire the joint prop)erty, he shall be debarred from his 
share, after a little has been given to liim by waj' of maintenance.’ 

If a Brother ‘through bis own profession', — i.e. by his own effort, — is 
‘competent’, — i.e. capable of making a living — should not take his share in 
the joint property, but relinquish it, — ^it should he made up for him by the 
other co-sharere, through portions taken from their own respective shares. — 
This is the meaning of this text , as also of the preceding text of XarmJfi , — 
says Halrlyudha. 

The Author of the Pral-dslut, however, ha.s explained the meaning of 
this text of Manu to be as follows; — When several coparceners are engaged in 
carrj’ing on buhiness for acquiring wealth, if some one among them, through 
laziness and other causes, does not do any work, he shall be debarred from 
the profit accruing from that bu-sineas; he .shall receive his sliare of the 
capital only.t 


each, — and each one of them has acquired property, — they will receive only the 
shares of their respective Fathers — (Vibhagasara 4.1— i; 4.1-6). 

In cases where the dead has left only Grandsons and no Sons, the shares 
assigned to the Grandsons shall be in accordance with their respective Fathers — 
{VivadacJiandra 20.1-6). 

(A) This is an exception to what has been declared by Vashi-siha to the effect 
that the coparcener who lias acquired a property by his own effort shall take two 
shares out of it. The meaning of the present text is that in a case where the accretion 
to the joint property has been brought about by agricultural and other operation.^, 
the division shall be equal and the acquirer shall not receive two shares. The text 
of Vashistba (Text I^o. 899) has, therefore, to be explained as pertaining to 
eases other tlian those referred to here — (p. 481). — (B) Among the Sons of several 
Brothers, — if the number of these Sons is equal or unequal, — when the Grandfather's 
jjroperty comes to be divided, the Sons of one Brother shall receive that same share 
which would have been their Father’s and each of the Sons shall not have a share 
allotted to him — (VivadaratrUikara, p. 481). 

(B) This text implies that the assignment of shares depends upon the relative 
proximity by birth, to the acquirer of the property — (SmrtitaUva II, p. 198). 

(B) In a ease where one Brother hsis left one Son, another has left two Sons, 
and the third, three Sons, — the number of parts into which the property shall 
bo divided by these Sons shall be that of their Fathers, not that of their’ own — 
(Vyavahdrarnayukha, pp. 100-101). 

* In accordance with the maxim ‘More work, greater reward’, the Brother 
spoken of should have his share added to by his Brothers, by presenting additional 
grains and other things — {Smrlichandrikd, pp. 617-618). 

The meaning is that he should receive sometliing — (4.1-3). — If one of the 
Brothers is engaged in the maintaining of the family, his part of the business shall 
be looked after by the other coparceners who will supply him with food and other 
things, according to his share in the property — (Yibhdgasdra 4.1-7). 

f When several Brothers are living together, and jointly manage their ancestral 
property by cultivation and other means, if any one of them does not help m the 
management, — it is the debarring of such a Brother that has been declared here. — 
‘He shall be debarred from his share', — i.e. in the net profits of the estate. . . . He, 
however, is not to be debarred from the main ancestral estate; nor will the profits 
also be entirely withheld from him; a part of his share of the profits shall be 
taken by the Brothers as a recompense for their labour, and the remainder shall be 
given to him ‘6^ ^oay of maintenance'. — Or'nirvibkdjyah' may mean shall be separated, 
not allowed to live jointly — (Medhdtithi). 
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Katydyana — 

[903] ‘If one’s own nnseparated (Brother) has died, one should make his Son 
the recipient of the share of that Brother, — which Son may not have got 
his subsistence from his Grandfather. He shah receive his Father's 
share from his Uncle or Uncle’s Son. This same would be the equitable 
share of all his Brothers. The Son of that Son shall receive the said 
share; after that, it shall lapse.’ 

‘‘Nije’, ‘one’s own’, — Brother. — ‘Tatsviam\ — i.e. the Son of the said 
Brother. — ‘Jmanam\ ‘subsistence’, — i.e. share m the property. 

What sort of share the Son shall receive is declared by the words ‘pitryan 
amskcz/n ’, — ‘his Father’s share’. 

‘ Tatautah' , ‘ the Son of that Son’, — i.e. the Great-grandson of the ancestor 
whose property is being divided. Thus the property of a householder has 
to be divided into as many parts as there may be his Sons; and the share of 
any one of these shall be received by his Sons or Grandsons. — ‘Lapse’ — i.e. 
it shall not go to his Great-grandson. 

This refers to a case where they are aU living together (as a joint family). 
Thus the Wife of the dead Brother cannot receive a share, as she has 
not been mentioned here.* 


'Among Brothers ’ — if any one does not want his share in the Father’s property, 
— to him shall be given some small property by way of maintenance, and he shall 
be debarred by his Brothers from the property — {SarvajAandrdyarta). 

If a Brother is able to earn weedth by serving the King and other means, and 
does not want a share in the joint property, — ^he shall be given something out of it, 
by way of maintenance, and separated. If this is done, then the Sons of the debarred 
Brother would not be able to assert their claims over the property — (Kulluka). 

If a Brother is able to maintain himself by other means, and does not want his 
share in the property, — to him something shall be given and the property divided 
among other Brothers. The giving of something is for the purpose of setting aside 
the claims of his Sons and other descendants — {fidghavananda). 

‘Nirviblidjyah’ — Debarred from sharing. 

If a Brother who is entitled to a sliare in the property, being free from greed, 
does not accept any share in the property from his Brothers, he should he’nirbhdjya ' 
from his share; i.e. some little thing shall bo given to him by way of maintenance 
and he shall be separated ; — ^if he is quite competent, with what he has acquired by his 
own efforts — (Rdmdchandra). 

‘Svakdt amshdt’, — i.e, from his share in what the other Brothers have acc^uired 
by their efforts — (Apararka), 

If a Brother, who is able to earn wealth by his own efforts, does not want the 
ancestral property, — then, with a view to avoid future disputes arising from the 
claims put up by his descendants over his share in the ancestral property, — ^the other 
Brothers shall give him something out of that partible property and separate him 
from the joint family — (Smrtictiandrikd, p. 617). 

If a Brother, relying upon his capacity, has no desire to take anything out of 
the ancestral property, he shall be given some little thing, — ^in the shape of a seer 
of rice, for instance, — and then separated; in order to preclude the possibility of 
claims being set up at some future time by the Son and other descendants of the 
said Brother — (Ddyabhdga, p. 66; and also Smrtiiattva II, p. 171). 

What is said here is in reference to a case where one of the coparceners is 
capable of maintaining himself and hence does not desire to take his share in the 
ancestral property — {Vlrmnitrodaya, p. 572). 

If a coparcener, being quite competent, renounces his share in the joint property, 
he should still be given somethmg 6md be excluded from the property, — for the 
pirrpose of lending finality to the partition. If this were not done, his Sons would 
raise disputes in regard to their Father’s share in the ancestral property — [Ldya- 
nirnaya 22.1.1). 

See Ydjnavalkya, 2.116. 

* .If a Brother has died before the property has been divided, his Son, — who has 
not received any share in the property from his Grandfather — shall receive his 
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Devala — 

[904] ‘Among such kinsmen as are living together — divided or undivided, — 
there may be re-partition of the property up to the fourth generation; — 
such is the law.’ 


own Father’s share, from his Uncle or Uncle’s Son. So also the Son of that Son; 
after whom it will lapse — {Apardrka, p. 727). 

What is meant is that, if among the Brothers, one is not alive, his share in 
the property does not cease to go to his Son — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 482). 

In a case where the Father, A, dies first, then the Grandfather, B , — the property 
of B is to be divided among his Sons and Grandsons and Great-grandsons (these latter 
being the Sons and Grandsons of A), — these latter receiving the share that would 
have been their Father’s — ^i.e. .4 ’a — {Dayanirnaya 21.2-8). 

If a Son has died before the partition of the property, then the Father of that 
dead Son shall allot the share of that Son to the Son of this latter. — In case he has 
not himself received a living from his Grandfather — i.e. if his Father’s Father has 
died without allottuig the said share to him, then he shall receive his Father’s share 
from the undivided Uncle or Uncle’s Son. Similarly also the uterine Brothers of the 
said Son. — It might be argued that — ‘on the analogy of this rule, the said Son shall 
receive his Father’s share in the latter’s Mother's property also ’. — But this could 
not be so ; as the text contains the qualification ‘undivided’, which implies that the 
inheritmg of the property here spoken of is that of that person only with whom 
division (partition) is possible; and no division is possible between the Mother and 
the Son. — In case the dead Sou has left no Son, but Grandsons, these latter are to 
receive shares in accordance with the share of their respective Fathers — {Vivada- 
Chandra 20.1-3). 

‘Jivanam’ — Inheritance. — In the same case, if the dead Brother has several 
Sons, the same share shall go to all of them . — ‘Labheta tatsuto vapi ’ : — the meaning 
is that the Son of the Grandson of the original owner of the property shall receive 
liis Father’s share, in the absence of his Father. If this Son of the Grandson is also 
not living, then the next in descent among the descendants of the dead Brother 
shall not receive any share in the property of his Great-great-grandfather. — An 
objection may be raised — “As a matter of fact, the Great-grandson also cannot 
inherit the property of his Great-grandfather; as the rule is that only Sons and 
Grandsons shall inherit the property of the Father and the Grandfather ’’. — True: 
but just as in the case of the Mother’s property, the ownership of the Son is estab- 
lished on the Mother’s death, after his offering the funeral cake, by the mere fact 
of being alive , — so in the same maimer the ownership of the Great-grandson over 
the Great-grandfather’s property also would be established. — Thus it follows that 
whoever offers the funeral cake to a dead person — either os Father, or Grandfather, 
or Great-grandfather, — also inherits liis property — {SmHichandrikd, pp. 647-648). 

In a case where, between the two Sons of a man, one has died before partition, — 
the Son of that man is there, but he received no property from his Grandfather, 
before he died, — then the allotment shall be made as laid down in this text. — 
'Labheta tatsuto vd’ ; the meaning of this is that the Son of the Grandson of the 
original owner of the partible property shall receive his Father’s .share, when this 
Father is not ahve, — after that among his further descendants, the inheriting of 
the Great-great-grandfather’s property ceases — {Pardsharamddhava. pp. 337-338). 

'Nije' — Brother. ‘Tatsutam ’ — ^the Brother’s Son. — ‘Jivaimm’ — share; this 
share being the ‘Father’s share’. — 'Tatsutah ’ — the Great-grandson of the person 
whose property is being partitioned. — ^There is 'lapse', 'paratah' — i.e. after that; 
i.e. the Son of the Great-grandson does not receive a share — (p. 576). — Here 
Kdtydyana has distinctly restricted the inheriting-rights to the Son, the Grandson 
and the Great-grandson only — {Viramitrodaya, p. 643). 

Kdtydyana here lays down the order of inheritance among the Son, the Grandson, 
etc. — 'Jivayiam ' — ^provision for maintenance. — If among Brothers, one has died, 
then his Son should be given his Father’s share. In a case where the dead Brother 
has more than one Son, their Father’s share shall be divided among them. — Similarly 
the Son of this Son also shall receive the share; the Son of tliis last, however, shall 
not receive anything. — All this refers to cases where they are all living together — 
[Smytilattva II, p, 190), 

'Paratah' — i.e. after the Great-grandson. — On the death of the Father, Grand- 
father and Great-grandfather, — the Son of the Great-grandson does not receive a 
share in the property of the last, — if any Son or other nearer descendants are living. 
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That is, the partition of the property may be made only up to the fourth 
generation including the original proprietor. That this same i-ule is applicable 
also to those who have been divided, but are subsequently reunited and 
live together, — is implied by the qualification ‘living together' .* 

Vashistka — 

[905] ‘There is partition of inheritance among Brothers, — as also for childless 
women till they get a Son.’ [Quoted again in Text No. 1031.] 

The ‘women’ meant are the Wives of the Brothers. So what is meant 
is that if there is a widowed Sister-in-law who is expected to be carrying, 
she also should be provided with a share; when she has been delivered, that 
share shall go to the Son born to her. In case no Son is bom, that share shall 
revert to her Husband’s Brothers and others.f 


But in case the Son, Grandson and Great-grandson — all these are not alive, then the 
Great-grandson’s Son shall certainly receive the property. — This refers to cases 
where the members concerned have become reunited after partition, — not where 
there has been no partition at all — (Vyavaharamayukha, p. 101). 

* Among undivided kinsmen living jointly,- — or among kinsmen divided but 
reunited, — there can be redistribution of property only among the Brothers, their 
Sons and Grandsons ; it shall cease with the Sons of their Grandsons, who would 
constitute the ‘fourth degree of descent’ — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 482). 

Among kinsmen who are 'avibhakta' — i.e. with undivided property- — and who 
are ‘vibhakia' — i.e. descended in different lines and yet belonging to the same root- 
dynasty of the prime owner of the property, who have lived together ‘bhuy ah’ — i.e. 
for a long time — the right to inherit property shall extend up to the fourth generation, 
i.e. up to the Great-grandson of the prime owner — (SmTlichandrikd, p. 648). 

‘ Up to the fourth generation' — i.e. extending down to the Son, the Grandson and 
the Great-grandson. — The meaning is that when there is re-partition among members 
of a family not divided,— or among those wbo have become reunited after partition, 
— it shall extend to the Brother, the Brother’s Son and the Brother’s Grandson — 
(Ddyanirnaya, 2.2-9). 

There shall be no partition after the fourth degree. — This, however, refers to 
cases where the parties are living together; it does not preclude the allotment of 
shares to those who have returned from foreign lands; it shall cease with the Sons 
of the said Grandsons, who would constitute the fourth degree — {Vivddaehandra 
20.2-5). 

Shares can be allotted to the direct heir, or (in his absence) to the heir’s Son, or 
(in the absence of this latter) to the heir’s Grandson; or (in his absence) to the 
heir’s Great-grandson; but no further; i.e. one is not entitled to receive a share 
in the property of his Great-great-grandfather- — [Pardaharamddhava, p. 438). 

The meaning is that there can be partition of the property left by the original 
owner, only among his descendants up to the fourth degree. This same rule applies 
to the case of those who have been divided and become reunited — {Viramitrodaya, 
p. 573). 

In a case where among several Brothers one is not living, his share shall be given 
to his Son ; if this Son also is not living, then the share of the said Brother shall be 
given to his Grandson ; after that the share lapses. — That is, among undivided 
co-sharers living togei-ber, — or reunited after separation, — there shall be readjust- 
ment of .shares only in regard to the Brother, his Son and his Grandson. In accordance 
with this, the Wife also of the Great-grandson only shall be entitled to receive a 
share — {Smrtitattva II, p. 190). 

When a man dies after his Son, Grandson and Great-grandson have all died, — 
his property shall be inherited by his Great-great-grandson ; it goes no further. — But 
this refers to those who have become reunited after separation, — not to those who 
have not separated at all — (Vyavaharamayukha, p. 101). 

t Such women as may have had no child, but had conceived and become widowed 
before delivery, — are also entitled to share the inlieritance, until the Son is bom: 
if a Son is not born, the share reverts to the coparceners ; — such is the sense of the 
phrase 'till they get a Son ’ — (Apardrka, p. 728). 

If there are women [Brother’s Wives, says the Bdlambhatti] on whom signs of 
pregnancy are quite discernible, the partition shall be postponed till their delivery — 
(Mitdksard, pp. 655-656). 

13 
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In continuation of the word ‘pituh’, ‘of the Father’, says Brhaspati 
(25.64)— 

[906] ‘ On his death, the Mother receives the same share as her Sons ; their 
Mothers are equal sharers with them, and the Girl is entitled to the fourth 
part of a share.’ 

'On hw death’ — i.e. on the Father's death;— the ‘Mother’- — i.e. the one 
who has Sons. — 'Mothers’ — i.e. Step-mothers who have no Sons; — all these 
latter are 'eqital sharers with them’ — i.e. they shall have shares equal to the 
Sons. — The Sisters of these eo-sharers, who are unmarried, receive, for 
the pimposes of their marriage, the fourth part of the share assigned to their 
Brothers.* 

Ndrada (13.33) — 

[907] ‘Those whose sacramental rites have not been performed in due course, 
— for them those rites shall bo performed out of the paternal property. — 
In case there is no paternal projierty, those Brothers who have already 
had their sacraments performed should perform the same for their 
Brothers, taking what is necessary out of their own shares.’ 

‘ Sacramental Rites ’ — those ending with the TJpanayana (Sacred Initia- 
tion).! 


If there are women in whom signs of pregnancy are clearly discernible, the 
division of the property shall be made in expectation of the delivery — (Madana- 
parijdta, p. 666; also Pardsharamddltava, p. 341). 

‘ Striyah’, ‘women’ stands here for the Brother's Wives. The meaning is that, 
if any of the Brother’s Wives are supposed to be carrying, shares are to be assigned 
to them also ; if no Son is bom, the shares shall revert to the Brothers and the woman 
shall receive maintenance only — {Vlvddaratnakara, p. 483). 

If any of the Father’s or Brother’s Wives evince clear signs of pregnancy, then 
the division of the property should be postponed till the delivery. The phrase 
'till she gets a Son ’ indicates that there is to be postponement in case the signs of 
pregnancy are clearly discernible, — not if they are not so discernible — (Ffro- 
mitrodaya, p. 589). 

If there is no Son, the pregnant woman shall receive a share ; in case she does 
not give birth to a Son, that share shall be resumed by the Widow’s Husband’s 
Brothers and other coparceners — {Vibhdgasara 4.2-6). 

* What this clearly means is that the Mothers belonging to the several castes 
shall receive the same share that has been ordained for the Sons belonging to the 
same caste as themselves; and the Daughter also shall receive the fourth part of the 
share that has been ordained for the same caste as herself — [Viramitrodaya, p. 682). 

The term ‘janam’, ‘Mother’ (in the firso line) stands for one who has Sons of 
her own ; and ‘ mdtarah ’, ‘Mothers ’ (second line) for those who have no Sons of their 
own. — 'Turiyamshd’ — the fourth part of the share ordained for a Son of that caste 
to which the Girl belongs ; — this is to be given to her for her marriage. — The term 
‘Gill’ stands for the unmarried Daughter. 

On the death of the Father, the Mother with Sons and the Step-mothers of those 
Sons receive the same share as the Sons; and their unmarried Sisters receive the 
fourth part of the share of their Brothers — {Vibhdgasara 4.2-8). 

The meaning is that, on the death of the Father, the 'Mother’ — i.e. the Wife 
with Sons, — as also the 'Mothers’ — Step-mothers, — all these receive ihe same share 
as the Sons — {Ddyanirnaya 20.2-10). 

t The ‘rites’ referred to here are those beguming with the ‘Birth-rites’ and 
endmg with ihe ‘Sacred Initiation’ — (V ivddaraindkara, p. 493). 

The meaning is that, if there are Brothers whose sacraments have not been 
performed by the Father, enough should be set apart out of the paternal property 
for the performance of those rites. — If there is no paternal property, the Brothers 
shall set aside fimds out of their own shares for the performarce — {Vivddachandra, 
20 . 2 - 6 ). 
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Vydsa — 

[908] ‘The sonless Wives of one’s Father have been declared to be equal 
sharers; and the Father’s Mothers have all been declared to be equal 
to the Mother.’* 

Ydjnavalkya (2.123) — 

[009] ‘When the Sons are dividing the property after the Father’s death, 
their Mother also receives an equal share. ’t 


In view of the pronouns 'yemm' and ‘temm’ (which are both in the Masculine 
form), this text should be taken as referring to Brothers onlv — {Ddyabhdga 
pp. 70-71). 

The opinion expressed in the Ddyabhdga is not right; the performance of the 
sacraments as essential for the Sisters as for the Brothers ; the Masculine Gender in 
the pronouns should be taken in the impersonal sense ; — or the form may be taken 
as an ‘Bkaahesa compound (standing for (o) ‘ Ydsdm cha yesdm cha\ and (6) Tdsdm 
cha tesdm cha ') so as to include both the Masculine and the Feminine — ( Flro- 
mitrodaya, p. .')84). 

The ‘sacraments’ meant are all, ending with the Initiation — {Vibhdgasdra 
4.2-10). 

The sacraments meant here are those ending with the Initiation; such is the 
implication of the obligatory term ‘avashya ’ ; the Marriage being not quite obligatory, 
as it can be omitted in the case of those who wish to remain Life-long Students, in 
the case of Sisters however, the marriage being the substitute for Initiation, for 
women, the performance of the marriage would be obligatory; hence for this also 
funds should have to be set aside by the Brothers out of their own shares — (Smiii- 
chandrikd, p, 628). 

* What is meant is that, when the property is divided equally among Sons, the 
sonless Daughter-in-law also should receive the same share. — ‘Pituk’ is not to be 
construed with 'palnyafy ', — so that the ‘Wife of the Father’ cannot be meant. — This 
Daughter-in-law is to receive this equal share only in case she has not got any 
Stridhana, — as declared in Ydjnavalkya 2.26 — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 623; or Ddya- 
bhdga, pp. 67-68). 

This refers to cases where the Wives have not been given any Stridhana — 
(Apardrka, p. 730). 

‘Sarvdh’, ‘all’, is meant to include the Father’s Step-mothers . — This text lays 
down the shares of the Step-mother and the Step-grandmother — (Vyavahdra- 
mayukha, p. 100). 

In the case of partition made during the Father’s lifetime, every one of his 
Wives is to receive a share equal to that of the Sons; but in the case of partition 
made after the Father’s death, it is only the Mothers of the Sons who are to receive 
shares equal to the Sons’, while those that have no Sons receive only food and clothing. 
— Such appears to be the implication of the opinion expressed by many legal digests. 
But the Author of the Mitdksard appears to hold the view that both sets of Wives — 
those with Sons, as also those without Sons — are to receive shares equal to the Sons’. 
Such also is the view of the Madanaratna — (Viramitrodaya, p. .779). 

•)• The Mother, who has no Stridhana of her own, shall receive a share equal to 
that of her Son. — The term ‘ Mother ’ here stands for the ‘ Father’s Wives ’ in general, — 
as all these would be equally related to the Father — (Vishvarupa). 

After the Father’s death, when the Sons are dividing the property, — i.e. at the 
partition among Sons, — the Mother also shall receive an equal share. — No significance 
attaches to the Plural Number; so that the meaning is that the share of Mother 
shall be the same as that of a Son. — ^The term ‘Mother’ stands for all the Co-wives — 
(Apardrka). 

In 2.116, Ydjnavalkya (Text No. 881 above) has laid down that, ‘if the Father 
is making a division of the property during his lifetime, he shall make his Wives 
equal sharers'-, the present text lays down that, even when the division is taking 
place after the Father’s death, his Wives are to receive shares ‘equal to their Sons ’ ; i.e. 
the Mother’s share shall be equal to that of her Son; — if no Stridhana has been given 
to her ; in case Stridhana has been given, she shall receive half-a-share, as declared 
by Ydjnavalkya under 2.145 — (Mitdksard). 

[The ‘Mother’ here includes the Step-mother also — adds the Bdlambhatti.) 
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Kdtydyana — 

[910] ‘If a certain property had been concealed and is found out afterwards, 
that also shall be di^aded equally among the Brothers; and in the absence 
of the Brothers, among the Sons of the Brothers.’ * 

[911] ‘If anything had been taken by any one among themselves, — and if 
anjdhing had been wrongly divided, — on being found out, it shall be 
divided in equal shares; so says Bhrgu.’ t 


WTiere the property is being divided after the Father’s death, it is not only 
the Brothers (Sons of the Father) who shall receive shares, hut al .“0 the Mother 
and Step-mothers; the latter being included by the force of the particle ‘api'- — 
{Vlramitrodaya-Tikd on Ydjfiavalkya). 

In reality, women are not entitled to any inheritance; all that the present text 
means is that ‘something’ may he given to the Mother (not a regular share in the 
property) — {Vivddachandra 21.1—7). 

What is meant is that on the death of the Father, when the Sons are dividing 
the property, their Mother shall receive an equal share. — This text has to be taken 
along with two qualifications — (n) ‘to one to whom Stridhana has not been given', 
and (6) ‘to one to whom Stridhana has been given, only half a-share shall bo given’. 
— Such is the opinion of Vijndneahvara, Dhdreahvara and other.s. — Another view is 
that in the text where ‘ half -a-share ’ has been declared as to be given to the Mother 
to whom Stridhana has been given, the term ‘half’ stands for equal parts; so that in 
a ease where the Mother has already got her Stridhana she shall receive half out of 
her Son’s share; i.e. if the value of the Son’s share is 10 Nishas, she shall receive 
6 Niskas . . . When the Father and Son are making a division, among them- 
selves, of the Grandfather’s property, — the Wife of that Grandfather shall receive 
an equal share, if she has a Son; if she has no Son, she shall receive only what may 
have been given to her as a loving gift, and she shall not be entitled to any share m 
the property. In this Grandfather’s property, the ‘Mother’ — i.e. the Grandfather’s 
Daughter-in-law — shall not receive a share; she shall receive only ornaments and 
such things. Because both these texts — (a) ‘If the Father is making equal shares, 
his Wives shall be made equal sharers ’, and (6) ‘when Sons are dividing the property 
after the Father’s death, their Mother shall receive on equal share’ — are meant to 
apply to such properties as belonged primarily to the Father,— i.e. such property 
as the Father had inherited as his share or had acquired as gifts — (Madana/pdrijdta, 
pp. 663-664). 

What is meant is that at the time of partition, the sonless Widow should 
receive a share ; as each such Widow has to be supported — {Vibhdgasdra 5.1-2). 

Though there are several texts which speak of women as being ‘not entitled 
to inheritance’, yet they are not inconsistent with the present text ; because ‘amsha’, 
‘share’, is not the same thing as ‘inheritance’; e.g. members of trading corporations 
receive ‘shares’, but that is not ‘inheritance’ — (Smrtwhandrikd, p. 623). 

This share shall be given only in cases where the Mother has had. no Stridhana 
given to her; if it had been given, she shall receive only half — (Pardsharamddhava, 
p. 341). 

This share is to be given only in case no Stridharui had been given ; where it 
had been given, she shall receive only ‘half. ‘Half does not mean exactly half, 
but that much which, along with her Stridhana, would make her property equal to 
her Son’s. — The term ‘Mother’ here stands for janani, one who has given birth to 
Sons; hence it cannot include the sonless Step-mother; the word, used only once, 
cannot stand for both the primary and the secondary Mothers — {Viramitrodaya, 
p. 578). 

* In a case where, at the time of partition, some one had concealed some 
property deceitfully, creating the impression that it belonged to a stranger, — but 
on investigation, it is afterwards found that it really forms part of the joint property, 
— then it shall be divided equally. If, by the time, the original coparceners have 
died, it shall be divided among their Sons — (Smnichandrikd, p. 714). 

t See Text No. 990 where this same text is again quoted and commented upon. 

‘ In equal shares ’ — i.e. in shares equal to the previous shares, — says Vivadachintd- 
mani itself later on when dealing with the same text on p. 224 of the printed text. 

‘On being found' — i.e. that which had been stolen or lost at the time of partition 
and which has been recovered after the partition — (Vivddachandra 23.2-5). 
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[912] ‘When a man has gone away to a foreign country, leaving a joint 
estate, his share should certainly be given to his descendant when he 
comes back; be he the third or the fifth, or even the seventh, in descent, 
he shall receive the share belonging to him by right of succession, — on 
his birth and family-name being ascertained ’ — {Brhaspaii 25.24). 

This refers to a man who had gone away to and has returned from 
foreign lands.* 

Again — 

[913] ‘He whom natives of the place and neighbours know to be the owner, — 
to the descendant of that man must the landed property be surrendered 
by his kinsmen whenever he comes forward. ’f 


Section (C) — Persons PREOiiUDED from Inheritance 
Says Brhaspati — 

[914] ‘A Son, even though bom of a Mother of the same caste as the 
Father, — if he is devoid of good qualities, — is not entitled to inherit 
the Father’s property; it has been declared to belong to those of his 
Sapindast who are learned in the Veda.’ § 


‘Wrongly divided’ — i.e. divided in imequal shares; in a manner contrary to 
law — [fUmrlichandrika, p. 714). 

l^at has been divided imequally, in a manner contrary to law, should be 
equalised. — Inasmuch as this text lays down the re-partition of that only which 
had been deceitfully kept back, it follows that there can be no re- partition of what 
has been already properly divided — {Pardsha>-amddhava, p. 383). 

' AnyonydpahTtam ' — taken by each man according to liis own wish. — 'Dur- 
vibhaktam ’ — inequitably dii'ided — {V ibhdejasdra 5.1—4). — The coparcener who has 
been enjoying the property shall not he required to make good what he has enjoyed. 
That such is the sense is clear from the term ‘in equal parts ’ — (Vibhdgasdra 12.1—9). 

* The present text refers to cases where the person concerned has been away 
in foreign lands, or living in inaccessible places — {Vivddaratndkara). 

In a case where the man has relinquished Iiis co-residence in the family-house 
and also the country itself, and has gone to live in a far-off coimtry, — and dui'ing 
his absence, his kinsmen, not knowing of his existence, have divided all the property 
among themselves; — if this man subsequently returns home, his share should be 
given to him. In this case, the ignorance of the existence of the man being due to 
his own reraissness, no other alternative has been mentioned ; that is why the text 
has added the term ‘certainly’. — Similarly if the person returning after partition 
is a Grandson or a still lower descendant of the original owner who had migrated, 
he is entitled to a share in the ancestral property only — {Smrlichandrikd, pp. 712- 
713). 

The meaning is that, if a member of the joint family has returned after a long 
residence abroad, he shall receive his share in the property, if he is recognised by 
the relative of the place and others living in the neighbourhood — {Ddyabhdga, 
p. 133). 

These texts are not authoritative — IVyavahdranmyukha, p. 134). 

This refers to one who has gone abroad to foreign lands — (Vibhdgasdra 6.1-6). 

t In a case where the man has turned up after partition, — or even before 
partition, — and proceeds to clahn his property, he is entitled to receive it only if he 
establishes his claim by means of evidence temporal as well as super-physical, — 
not otherwise — (Smrlichandrikd, p. 713). 

t The text reads ' iatsapindah' , which means as above. Some digests read 
‘ tatpindaddh’ , which has been explained as ‘those who offer the funeral cake to the 
Father’; or ‘those who supply food and clothing to the disqualified Son ’, 

§ ‘ Aguriavdn’— devoid of all such qualities as would be conducive to the 
material and spiritual welfare of the Father — (Smrticliandrikd, p. 631). 
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Manu (9.214) — • 

[915] ‘All such Brothers as are addicted to evil deeds are not entitled to 
inherit property.’ 

‘ Vikarmasthdh ’ — addicted to acts against the law.* 

Shanlclui — 

[916] ‘Inheritance, Funeral Cake and Water-ofierings become precluded from 
the Outcast.’ 

That is, the man who has tecome an‘outcast’ — ^i.e. been excommunicated 
by his relations on accoimt of some extremely reprehensible vice, — ceases to 
to entitled to (a) inherit the Father’s property, (b) to perform Shraddha, and 
(c) to make water-offerings. f 
Manu (9.201-203)— 

[917] ‘(A) Eunuchs and Outcasts, the congenially blind or deaf, the insane, 
the idiot or the dumb, — as well as those with deficient organs, — are not 
entitled to shares. — 


' Agiinavan ' — not possessing the qualities indicated in the saying — ‘A true Son 
delivers the Father from good as well as bad debts’. — ' Tatpindadah’ (v.l. for ‘tat- 
aapindah') — those who provide food and clothing for the disqualified (and disin- 
herited) Son — {Vivddaraindkara, p. 487). 

This refers to oases where the person concerned is entirely devoid of all good 
qualities — (Vihhagaaara 5.1-10). 

‘ Tatpindadah ’ — those who offer the funeral cake to the owner of the property s 
that is why the epithet 'learned in the Veda' has been added. — It means ‘those 
who provide food and clothing to the disqualified Son’ — according to the Ratndkara. 
Even on this view, the persons should be such as would offer the funeral cake to the 
owner of the property, — i.e. the dead Father — {Smrtitattva II, p. 172). 

* ‘ VikarmaatiMh’ — doing such acts as are forbidden — (Medhdtithi)-, — such as 
Brdhmanaa addicted to acts like Cattle-tending, Serving a Shddra and so forth — 
(Sarvajfiandrdyana) ; — most of whose acts are such as have been forbidden — 
{Nandana). 

Such Brothers as, though not quite outcasts, are addicted to such evil deeds 
as Gambling, Associating with a courtesan and so forth, do not deserve to inherit 
property — (Kvlluka). 

Those who are addicted to Gambling, Drinking and such acts pet only main- 
tenance, not shares in the property — (Rdghavdnanda). 

Such Brothers are not entitled to shares in the property — (Rdmachandra). 

‘ Vikarmasthdh ' — entirely addicted to such acts as are forbidden. ' Dhanam'— 
such property as is partible — (Smrlichandrikd. p. 631). 

'Vikarmasthdh ' — addicted to Gambling, etc.; according to others, ‘always 
engaged in causing injury to the family’ — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 486). 

The meaning is that such persons are debarred from inheritance as are not 
entitled to the performance of Shravta and Smdrta rites and are also addicted to 
evil deeds — (Viramitrodaya, p. 713). 

Here Manu declares that a misbehaving Son is not entitled to inheritance if 
there are other Sons who are better qualified — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 164). 

'Vikarmasthdh ' — addicted to evil and forbidden acts — [Vibhdgasdra 6.7-11). 

f ' Apapdtritah ' — is the person who, having committed a degrading sin, has 
been excommunicated by his relatives. — 'Rktha' is paternal property, as also the 
property of an Agnate, for one who stands in the relation of a Son to the deceased 
person — (Apardrka, p. 720). 

'Apapdtritah ' — is one who has become excommunicated by his relatives on 
account of his having committed a heinous crime, such as injuring the King and the 
lUte — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 486). — One who has been excommunicated by lus 
relatives disgusted with his harmful behaviour and other defects — (Vivddachandra 
21.1-2). — ‘Whose water has been separated’ — i.e. who has been excommunicated— 
{Viramitrodaya, p. 713, where the text is attributed to Apaatamba). 

'Apapdtritah' — one who, by reason of such heinous crimes as striking the King 
and the like, has been excommunicated by his relatives ; such a person is not entitled 
even to offer the funeral cake — (Vibhdgasdra 5.1-11). 
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[918] ‘(B) But it is fair and proper that the wise man should give even to 
all these food and clothing to the best of his ability, as long as they live ; 
not giving this, he would become degraded. — 

[919] ‘(C) If the Eunuch and the rest should somehow happen to have a 
longing for a Wife, the child of such of them as have issue is entitled to 
inheritance. ’ 

‘Nirindriydh ’ — devoid of hands or feet or such other limbs. 

The upshot of the whole is that those persons are precluded from in- 
heritance who are incapable of performing the Shrauta and Smdrta acts 
(duties prescribed in Shruti and Smrti ). — ^The Sons of these, however, — 
with the exception of the Son of the Outcast, — are entitled to inheritance.* 


* (B) — ^ Food and clothing^ — which are necessary for the keeping of the body. 
The implication is that they should be provided with enough to enable to engage 
servants, etc.; specially because, in the case of the blind and the rest, living would 
be impossible without a servant. For those again to whom marriage is permitted, 
the provision made should include that for the Wife also. — (C) When there is desire 
to marry, they shall marry ; and the child born of such marriage, — whether a Son or 
a Daughter — shall have a share in the property .— -The phrase ‘ and the rest ’ does not 
include the Outcast and the like. — Or the text may be taken as applying to the 
case where the man has become insane, or otherwise disabled, after having been 
‘initiated’ and ‘married’. — The older writers have found in this rule something that 
is usefully applicable to the case of such marriages as are contracted for purely 
religious purposes; so that for the Eunuch also, — who is entitled to perform the 
acta prescribed in the Smrtis — it ie only right that there be marriage, even in the 
absence of sexual desire; as for the rites prescribed in the Shruti, they can be 
performed only in the Shrauta fire, which can be installed only by one who has 
already got a Son ; so that the Eunuch could never be entitled to the performance of 
these — (Medhatithi). 

‘ Klibah ' — one whose impoteney is incurable. — ‘ Patita ’, — one who has committed 
a heinous crime and has not performed the expiatory penance. — ‘badhira’ — suffering 
from congenital deafness. — 'Insanity and the rest' are meant to be such as are 
incurable. — ‘Jada’ — one whose organs of action are not mider his control. — 
'Nirindriydh' — those unable to have any sensations. — (C) ' Arthita' — implies connec- 
tion with Wife. — ‘ Utpaniiatantundm’ — ^when children are born to them. — Even 
those Brothers who have become separated before the birth of such children should 
give to these children the share that would have been their Father’s. As regards 
the Eunuch and the Outcast, if these have been already married, then, on the birth 
of their Ksetraja Son, this latter becomes entitled to a share in the inheritance — 
(Sarrva/jnandrdyarm) . 

(A) The impotent, the outcast, one suffering from congenital blindness or 
deafness, the insane, the mad, the idiot, the dumb, the cripple, the lame or one 
whose organs are deficient, — these do not receive shares in the property ; they are 
entitled to only food and clothing. — (B) The man who does inherit the property, 
if he knows the law, should provide food and clothing to these, throughout his 
life, to the best of liis ability. — (C) ' Kathahchana’ — this implies that ‘the Eunuch 
and the rest’ are not fit for marriage; if somehow there arises in them a desire for 
marriage, and they do marry, then, on the birth of their Esetraga Son, — and in the 
case of others, their regular Sons, — these become entitled to the share in the property 
— (Kullulca). 

(A) 'Jada' — one devoid of ambition. — ‘Nirindriydh' — those without hands and 
such limbs. — (B) All these eight persons have got to be supported; this has been 
declared by Ydjhavalkya also. — (C) If the Eunuch and the rest have a desire to 
obtain children, and marry for that purpose, — if they do have issue, then their 
Ksetraja or other Sons become entitled to inheritance — tjRdghavdnanda). 

(C) The reference is to the Ksetraja one — (Nandana). 

The texts describe those not entitled to partition. Those born blind or deaf 
are not entitled to any share in the property . — ' Unmatta'- — one who suffers from 
nerv'ous trembling and the like, from the obsession of planets, or from the disorders 
of the three humours of the body. Wind, BUe and Phlegm. — 'Jada' — one whose 
mind is deranged and who is unable to ascertain what is good for himself. — 
Nirindriydh ’ — those who have lost an organ through disease. — (C) ‘ Vtpannalantii- 
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Ydjnavalkya (2.140) — 

[920] ‘(A) The Outcast and his Son, the Impotent, the Lame, the Insane, 
the Idiot, the Blind, and one suffering from an incurable disease, have 
no shares; they have got to be supported.’ 


ndm* — i.e. of the Sons. For the Eunuch, the only Son possible is the Kseiraja; 
for others, ‘body -born’ Son also is possible — {Rdmachandra}. 

Inasmuch as the Eunuch and the rest are spoken of as ‘having Wife’, it means 
that their Ufanayana, has been performed. — It will not be right to argue that — 
‘the text C refers to the case where the man has already married and subsequently 
become struck by blindness and the other disabilities’. Because, if that were so, 
then ‘the bom blind’ should not have been mentioned in the preceding text (A). — 
It may be that the blind and the rest, not having gone through the ceremony of 
the Upanayana and marriage, are not entitled to the performance of sacrifices ; but 
they are perfectlj*- entitled, like the Shudra, to the performance of works of public 
utility. For this reason the fact of their not being entitled to inheritance is due, 
not to their being not entitled to perform the acts, but to the authoritative declaration 
to that effect in the texts themselves — {Apardrla). 

(A) ‘A'triadrtydA’ — those who, as a result of some disease, have lost a sense- 
organ. — These, the Eunuch and the rest, do not sliare in the property; they have 
to be supported with food, clothing and other gifts. — (B) Atyantam ' — throughout 
life. The fact of their being not entitled to inheritance would be right only if it 
referred to cases where the blindness or other disabilities have appeared before, 
not after, partition. Even after partition, if the disability is cured by medication, 
the person does become entitled to his share in the inheritance. In the terms 
'patiia' and the rest, no significance attaches to the Masculine Gender; so that, 
even in the case of Wife, Daughter, Mother and others. — if they happen to be 
blind and so forth, — they are not entitled to a share m the property — (Miidksard, 
pp. 836-838), 

(A) ^Nirindriydh ' — Those who have lost a sense-organ through di.sease or such 
causes. These are not to receive shares in the property, but have to be supported. 
— 'Atyantam \ — as long as they live. — These persons are not to share in the parti- 
tion; not so if, though before partition, they suffered from the said disabilities, 
yet, after the partition, they got rid of them by medication, — or if they have 
performed the necessary expiation. In this latter case, the person concerned becomes 
entitled to a share in the property, in accordance with the rule that — ‘if a Son is 
bom, after partition, of a Wife of the same caste as oneself, he is entitled to 
inheritance’. — In the temis poiiia' and the rest, no significance attaches to the 
Masculine Gender; bonce, Mother, Wife, Daughter and the like also, if suffering 
from disabilities, are not entitled to shares in the property. — The Eunuch and the 
like are themselves excluded, not their Sons and others, if those latter are not them- 
selves suffering from any disability — (Madanapdrijdta, p. 682). 

(A) In the compound *jdlyandka\ the term 'jdti^ connotes the incurability 
of the blindness, not that it must be congenital. — ^Jada ' — one who cannot dis- 
criminate between others and himself. — ^Nirindriya * — the lame and the like, who 
are not entitled to the performance of the religious rites prescribed in Shruii and 
Smfti. — (B) ^Sarvesdin ' — of the Eunuch and the rest. — '"Aiyantam ' — as long as 
they live. — (C) In the compound ^Klibddindm * — ‘of the Eunuch and the rest’ — 
the Kllha, Eunuch, is meant to be included, as he is absolutely unable to beget a 
child. The Author of the Prakdsha, however, holds that 'Kllba^ here stands for 
such impotence or incapacity to beget children as is due to a curable defect. — 
*Taniu^ is issve — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 488). 

'Jadamuka ' — one who is dumb while being an idiot. — *Eunuch '' — one who 
remains impotent even after medication. Some people hold that the compound 
* KUhddlndm' is not meant to include the Kllha him.self — {V ivddachandra 21.1-2). 

Here Manu mentions those who are not entitled to inheritance — 'Nirindriya ’ — 
whose organs have become defective. — ''AtyanUim ^ — throughout life — {Pardshara- 
mddhava, pp. 366-367). 

^ Nirindriya^— one who has lost his generative organ through disease, and hence 
differs from the Eunuch. Some persons have explained this term to mean ‘persons 
devoid of hands, feet and such limbs*. — ^These, the Eunuch and the rest, do not 
receive shares in the inheritance, but they have to be supported with food and 
clothing. — (B) *Atyaniam ^ — throughout life. — Of the outcast and the person 
who has committed a minor offence, the disability to inherit lasts only till the 
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That is, the man suffering from Leprosy and such incurable diseases 
is not entitled to inheritance. 

[921] ‘(B) The Body-horn and Soil-born Sons of these, if free from defects, 
are to receive shares in the property’ — {Ydjna. 2.141). 

[922] ‘ (C) The Daughters also of these should be supported till they have 
been made over to their Husbands ’ — (Ydjna. 2.141). 

The Body-bom Sons of the Outcast — ^meant are those born before the 
man became an Outcast; -while tho.se of the others may have been born even 
after (the appearance of the disabilities). — ‘Sutah’’ — Daughters — are to be 
supported — if they are free from defects — ^i.e. are well-behaved.* 


requisite expiation has not been performed. If, through arrogance, they do not 
perform the penance, they become degraded. — This disability to inherit applies 
to these ordy if they have had the defects before partition; after the partition has 
been made, — if the defects appear, the shares that they have already received 
cannot be taken away from them; as there is no authority for such a course. — If, 
subsequently, the defect is removed, the persons become entitled to receive shares; 
so says Vijnaneshvara ; and this is the right view, because the disabihty to inherit 
was based entirely on the presence of the defect ; and the case of these persons 
would stand on the same footing as that of the Son bom to one (from a Wife of his 
o-wn caste) after partition, who is entitled to inherit. — In the terms ‘paiitah’ and 
the rest, no significance attaches to the Masculine Gender; just as in the sentence 
‘Brdhmnnona suram piheL’i hence the disability mentioned in the present text 
would apply to the ease of the Wife, Daughter and others who have been declared 
entitled to inheritance. — 'Tantu’ — Cluld — {Vlramitrodaya, pp. 708-710). 

‘ Nirindriya ’ — one whose olfactory and other organs have been destroyed by 
disease and such other causes — {Smrtichandrika, pp. 6, 9, 632). 

‘Nirindriya ’ — devoid of the olfactory and other orgarai. — These disinherited 
persons should be supported by those who have got the property — {Vyavahdra- 
mayukha, pp, 16,3, 164). 

'Taniu' — child. — It might be argued that the impotent person can have no 
generative potency, — and that the dumb ami the rest, not having read the Veda, 
and not having their Upanayana performed, would be outcasts, — and hence there 
could be no possibility of these being properly married. — This cannot be right; 
because a Son (Kselraja) may be born to the impotent man with the help of another 
man; and the rest, even though they may not have their Upanayana performed, 
would be only like Shudras, and not outcasts-, hence all these persons could have 
Sons, ‘body -bom’ as well as 'Ksetraja', and these Sons should be entitled to 
inheritance — {Ddyabhdga, p. 104). 

* (A) The impotent man and the rest have no share m the property ; but they 
are entitled to maintenance, — 'Kllba' — Eunuch, one wanting in viriYity Tat sutah' 
(v.l. 'iajjah ’) — born of the Outcast; though the Son of the Outcast is also an Outcast, 
yet he has to be mentioned separately; otherwise according to the next text (921 ), 
the Son of the Outcast would bo entitled to inherit. — ‘Pemgu’ — Lame. — ‘Unmatiaka' 
— suffering from insanity, which is a kind of disease. — ‘Jada' — Idiot. — ' Andha' — 
Blind. — ' Achikitsyaroga'— one suffering from an incurable disease. — The term 
‘ ddya’ (‘and the rest’) is meant to include those others who have been mentioned 
in other Smrti-texts. — (B) ‘Emm’ — of tho Bimuch and the rest; the Aurasa and 
Ksetraja iSons receive the inheritance, if they are free from such defects as being 
an Outcast and the like; the impotent man obtains children by means of medication, 
— (C) The Daughters also of these have to be maintained till they are married. — 
These have to be maintained even though born of Outcasts — (Apardrka). 

‘Tatsutah’ — i.e. the Son born of the Outcast. — ‘Umnatlah’ — obsessed by evil 
planets. — ‘Jadah’ — permanently devoid of intelligence. — ‘ Achihitsyaroga’ — suffering 
from Leprosy or such other foul and incurable disease. — The particle ‘cha’ serves 
to include the deaf and the rest mentioned in other Smrtis. — Some people have 
held the view that the lame and the rest stand for all those who are not entitled 
to the performance of the Agnibotra and other rites. — But this is not right, because 
wealth is meant for the man; and because the illiterate person, who is not entitled 
to perform any rites, has been declared to be fit for holding wealth ; as is clear from 
such texts as — ‘The learned shall not give of his self-acquired property to the 
tmleamed, unless he wishes to do so’, — and ‘the unlearned shall divide the propert.y 




202 


VI\’^iDACmNTiMAiJI 


[923] ‘ The sonlesg Wives of these should also be maintained, if they are 
well-behaved; if they are ill-behaved and hostile, they stioiiJd be turned 
out ’ — (Y djnavalkya 2.142). 


equally’. Thus the fact that they are not entitled to inheritance rests upon the 
express prohibition in the text s themselves, not on the ground of their beuig incapable 
of performing sacrifices. — Or their disability to inherit may he regarded as being due 
to their existent disease, etc., being indicative of heinous sins committed in past 
lives. The long-established custom is that even the blind and the rest, if thej* 
are not Outcasts, do inherit the property that belonged to their Grandfather and 
other ancestors. The conclusion therefore is that the text only reiterates the 
propriety of the course that these persons should not use the property for any 
other purpose save their maintenance — {ViJthvnrupa). 

(A) Here we have an exception to the general rule regarding the Son. the Wife 
and other members of the joint family inherituig the property of the deceased. — 
""Kllba' — one who is neither male nor female. — ‘^Patita* — one who has committed a 
heinous crime, like killing a Brdhmana, — 'Tafsuiah * — Son bom of the Outcast. — 
^Pangu' — Lame. — ^Vnmattaka * — oppressed by insanity due, either to the disorders 
of Bile, Wind and Phlegm, or to the obsession of planets. — *^Jada' — of disordered 
mind; who is unable to determine what is good and what is bad for himself. — 
*Andha ^ — deprived of eyesight. — Achikitsyaroga ^ — suffering from some incurable 
disease, like Consumption. — The term ‘ddya’ includes the following — one who has 
taken to another life-stage, one who is inimical to his Father, one who has com- 
mitted minor sins, the deaf, the dumb, the person deficient in sense-organs. These 
have been mentioned by Vashistha and Kdrada ^ — also by Manu (9.201). — These 
persons (the impotent and the rest) *ha\'e no shares’,- — i.e. they do not receive the 
inheritance; they have only got to be maintained by being provided with food and 
clothing. If they are not maintained, the person who has got the property becomes 
liable to be treated like an Outcast, as declared by Manu (9.202. Text Xo. 91 8 above). 
— This disability to inherit would be right only in cases where the defects (to which 
the disability is due) have been present from before the tune of partition , — not 
if they appear after the partition. Even after the partition, if the defect is removed 
by medication, the man does become entitled to the inheritance. — In the terms 
*p(Uitay and the rest, no significance attaches to the Masculine Cinder; hence the 
Wife, the Daughter, the Mother and other females also should be regarded as nob 
entitled to inheritance if they have any of the disabling defects enumerated above. — 
(B) The assertion of this disability of the impotent and other persons might give 
rise to the notion that the Sons also of these persons are debarred from inheritance; 
it is mth a view to this that the text (B) has been added. Of these persons, the 
Body-born and Soil-horn Sons, if free from defects, — i.e. such defects as constitute 
disabilities in the matter of inheritance, — ‘receive shares’ in the property. In the 
case of the impotent person, only the KsBroja, 'Soil-born*, Son is possible; in that 
of others, the ‘Body -bom’ also. The mention of these two excludes the other kinds 
of Sons. — (C) A special rule is laid down in regard to the Daughters of the said persons : 
imtii they have their marriage-sacrament performed, the Daughters are to be 
maintained; the particle ‘c/ia’ implies that the performance of the sacraments is 
essential — {Mitdksard). 

(A) The term 'athu ’ includes the Deaf, and *adya’ includes the Dumb, one hostik 
to hts and others mentioned in Manu 9.201. — 'Tatsulah * — Son of the Outcast. — 

^Jada^ — one of low mtelligence. — (B) The impotent and the rest having been 
precluded from inheritance, it would seem as if their Sons and Daughters were also 
precluded; hence the texts (B) and (C) have been added. — The ‘Soil-bom’ Son of 
the impotent man, and the ‘Body-bom’ Son of others, — if both of these are them- 
selves free from the disabling defects, — do become sharers in the inheritance. — (C) 
The ‘ Soil-born ’ Daughters of the impotent and others, who are not sexless, should 
be as carefully maintained by the property-holders as their own Daughters, until 
they have been given away to their Husbands. — ^The particle (in B) implies 

that the Daughters should also have their sacraments perfoimed — {Viramiir'odaya- 
Tlkd on Ydyfia.). 

(A) ^Should be supported '* — ^by those who have inherited the property; Vimm 
having declared that ‘they have to be supported by those who have received the 
property’. — (B) What is said in regard to the Ksetraja Son must be taken as 
applicable to the Dvdpara and earlier ages ; as such a Son has been forbidden in the 
Kali age. — '‘SiUdh'' — Daughters; — 'esdm * — of those who have been declared to be 
not entitled to inheritance . — ‘Shall be supported ,' — by those who have shared the 
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‘0/ these '' — of the impotent and the rest. — ^Hostile ' — inclined to ad- 
minister poison, etc.* 


ancestral property of the disinherited persons. The Daughters shall be maintained 
in the same manner as their disinherited Fathers themselves, — but not throughout 
life, — only till they have been married — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 631). 

(A) ^Tatsutah' — Son of the Outcast who has not performed the expiatory 
penance. — ‘ UnmatUxka ' — -suffering from the incurable insanity due to the disorders of 
the humours and the obsession of evil planets. — ‘Jnda’ — -of defective intelligence, — 
incapable of distinguishing Right and Wrong. — ^ Achilcitsyaroga' — suffering from an 
incurable serious disease. — * Adya* stands for ‘one hostile to the Father’ and others 
mentioned by Ndrada (p. 681). — (B) For the impotent person, only a Ksetraja 
Son is possible; for others, both Aurasa and Ksetraja. The special mention of 
these two implies that the other kinds of Sons are not entitled to inheritance ; but 
the Putrika.^ the Appointed Daughter, becomes included under the '‘Aurasa’'. as 
she has been declared to be ‘equal to the Aurasa'. — (C) The Daughters are to be 
maintained till their marriage — {Madanapdrijdtaf p. 683). 

*Tatsutah' — ^the Son of the Outcast, bom after he became an Outcast. — ^Jada' 
—of deficient intelligence. — ^ Achiki/syaroga* — suffering from an incurable disease, 
like Leprosy. — The term 'ddya' includes those others who have been declared by 
other sages to be ‘not entitled to inheritance*, but entitled to maintenance. — ^The 
impotent, etc. having been precluded, it might be thought that their Sons are 
precluded; hence the next te.xt is added — {Vivddaratndkara^ pp. 488-489). 

The ‘Son of the Outcast’ meant here is the one born after the man became 
an Outcast. — Achikitsyaroga'' — incurable diseases like Leprosy — {Vivddachandra 
21.1-4). 

(A) The term 'ddi* includes the dumb and the rest. — These do not receive 
any share in the inheritance ; they are only to be supported with food and clothing. 
— (B) Of these disinherited persons, only the KsBtraja and Aurasa Sons shall 
receive shares, — not the Adopted and other kinds of Sons. — (C) The Daughters of 
the disinherited persona shall be maintained till their marriage, and they should 
bo married also — {Pardsharcunddhava, pp. 366-367). 

(A) In the case of the impotent and the blind, if they have been so from 
birth, they are not entitled to any share,* if the disability has come in later, then, 
on their being cured by medication, they become entitled to receive sharesS in the 
property out of what may have been left after the settlement of all assets and 
liabilities. — The term 'ddya' includes the person who has entered another life- 
stage, one who is hostile to his Father, one who has committed a minor sin, the 
deaf, the dumb, one who is deficient in his organs, — mentioned by Ndrada and 
Vashistha. — (B) Even though the impotent and the rest are not entitled to inherit, 
their Sons are not debarred from inheritance. — '‘Free from defects' — i.e. those defects 
which have been indicated as bars to inlieritance. — For the impotent, only the 
Ksetraja Son is possible; for others, the Aurasa also. These two kinds of Sons have 
been specially mentioned with a view to exclude the other kinds — {Vlramitrodaya, 
pp. 710-711). 

(A) — 'Panguh' — one who cannot walk on his legs. — Even though these are 
debarred from inheritance, they have got to be maintained. — with the exception of 
the Outcast and his Son, who do not deserve to be maintained; as has been declared 
by Devala. — ^The * Kllba ’ has been defined by Kdtydyana as ‘ one whose urine gives out 
no froth, whose excreta sinks in water and whose penis is devoid of erection and 
semen’ (p. 102). — (B) Of the persons mentioned, the Ksetraja and Aurasa Sons 
that may be there, — who are free from impotence and other defects — are to receive 
shares in accordance with the shares of their Father.?. — (C) Their Daughters have to 
be maintained till they are married — {Ddyabhdgaf p. 104). 

Persons debarred from inheritance have been enumerated here. — ‘If, even 
after partition, the impotence and other disabilities are cured, the persons receive 
their shares ; just like persons born after partition — {Yyavakdramayukha, pp. 162-163). 

One who is suffering from an incurable disease is not entitled to inheritance. — 
The legitimate Sons of these men — bom before^ not after, their becoming Outcast, etc. — 
are entitled bo inherit property; those born after are entitled to mere maintenance — 
{Vibhdgasdra 5.2—9). 

* Their married and childless Wives should also be maintained, if they are well- 
behaved; if they are misbehaved, or inimical to their Brother-in-law and other 
relatives, they should be turned out of the house — (Apardrka). 

This text lays down the special rule regarding the Wives of the impotent men 
and others. These Wives, ‘if they are well-behaved’ — i.e. of good character, — 
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Narada (13.21) — 

[924] ‘One who is hostile to his Father, an Outcast, one Impotent, one Ex- 
communicated, — such Sons should not receive a share, oven though 
Body -horn-, how then could the Soil-born ones receive it ?’ 

'Hostile to his Father', — i.e. one who, while the Father was alive, used to 
beat him and ill-treat him in other ways; and after his death is not inclined 
to perform the Shraddha and other rites.* 


should be maintained ; the ill-behaved have to be turned out ; those who are mimical 
are also to be turned out ; but these have to be maintained, if they are not ill-behaved, 
and the mere fact of their being ‘hostile’ will not deprive them of maintenance — 
(Mitdk^ara). 

The Wives of these impotent and other persons, — those that had been married 
to them before their impoteney or other disabilities had become definitely known, 
— if they are well-behaved, — ^of good character — are to be maintained. If they 
are ill-behaved, or very hostile, they should be turned out of the house. The particle 
‘ cha ’ includes such women as are addicted to drinking and such vices ; and the 
particle ‘ eva ' is meant to preclude the notion that such women should be maintained 
— {Virnmilrodaya-Ttha). 

Of the said disinherited persons, the married Wives, — if they are well-behaved, — 
shall be maintained by those who have taken the ancestral property of those 
inherited, in the same manner in which they maintained these men themselves. 
In case they are ill -behaved, or are hostile to their supporter, they should be turned 
out of the house; but those turned out on account of ‘hostility’ only should be 
maintained — {Smrtichandrika, p. 634). 

The childless Wives of these men, if well-behaved — of pui'e character, — shall be 
maintained; those who are ill-behaved should be turned out; and those 'hostile’ 
shall also be turned out, but shall receive maintenance; as these are not taoited 
with misconduct — (Madanapdrijdta, p. 683). 

'Hostile’. — The ‘hostility' meant here is the proneness to administer poison 
and inflict such serious injuries, not mere quarrelsomeness — (V ivadaralndkara, 
p. 489), 

Their Wives, if well-behaved, shall be maintained as long as they live — 
(Fardsharamddhava, p. 367). 

Their childless Wive.s shall bo maintained as long as they live — (Ddyahhdga, 
p. 104). 

If the women are ' ill-behaved ’, they have to he turned out, without maintenance ; 
if they are only ‘ hostile ’, they have to be turned out, but should receive maintenance 
— {Vyavahdramayukha, p. 166). 

'Hostile’ — bent upon depriving him of his life by poison and such other means 
— {Vibhdgasdra 5.2—9). 

* ‘Pitrdvit’ — one who causes injury to his father — {Apardrlca). 

' Apapdtritah’ — one who has been declared to be ‘unfit for association’, i.e. 
who has been expelled by his relatives — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 629). 

'Piirdvi’ — one who bears ill-will towards his Father; — such ill-will culminating 
in killing him, while alive, — and in not making the water and other offerings to him 
when dead. — 'Apapdtritah’ — excommunicated on account of some such crime as 
killing the King. — The Author of the Prakdaha, however, has read ' aupapdtikah’ 
ioT ' apapdtritah’ , and explained it as ‘one guilty of minor offences’ — (V ivddaratnd- 
kara, p. 489). 

The ‘hostility’ to the Father would consist in beating him during lifetime 
and in not making the water and other offerings to him after death — {Vivddachandra 
21.1-9). 

'Apapdtritah' — excommunicated by his relatives on account of such heinous 
crimes as hostility to the King; so says Madana. But the right reading is 
‘ apaydtritah’ , meaning ‘one who has undertaken a forbidden journey’, such as 
going to foreign lands by sea on boats; association with such a traveller being 
forbidden in Kali-age. The other reading (^apapdtritah') cimnot be right as 
no texts have prescribed ‘ excommunication ’ as a penalty for hostility to the King — 
{Vyavahdramayukha, p. 163). 

'Pitrdvit' — one who made his Father unhappy by causing him hurt; and who 
has ceased to offer Shraddha, etc. — (Vibhdgasdra 6.2-iO). 
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[926] ‘Those afHioted with chronic and acute diseases, — also the Idiot, 
the Insane and the Lame, — ^are to be maintained by the family; but 
their Sons are entitled to shares in the property ’ — (Ndrada 13.22). 

‘Chronic' — -such as Consumption. — ‘Acute' — e.g. Leprosy. — ‘Idiot'— 
one incapable of discriminating right and wrong. 

Devala — 

[926] ‘ (A) On the death of the Father, — the Impotent, the Leprous, the 
Insane, the Idiot and the Blind, the Outcast, the Child of the Outcast, 
and the Religious Hypocrite are not entitled to shares in the in- 
heritance. — 

‘(B) AU these, except the Outcast, are to be provided with Food and 
Clothing. — (C) Their Sons, if free from defects, shall receive their Father’s 
share in the inheritance.’ 

‘On the death of the Father' — this is stated only by way of illustration. — 
‘Religious hypocrite' — one who is in the habit of excessive posing. — ‘Defects ' — 
i.e. those that debar them from inheritance.* 


* ‘Mrte pitarV — even on the death of the Father. — ‘Lingi’ — one who is too 
much addicted to practising religious hypocrisy — {Vivadaratrdkara, p. 490). 

(B) For the Outcast, no maintenance need be provided. — (C) The Son of the 
disinherited man, if he is himself free from disabling defects, is entitled to inheritance 
— (Vivddachandra 21.1-6). 

(A) On the death of the Father, the impotent and the rest do not share in 
the property. — ‘LihgV — the Life-long Hermit; the Hermit meant here is one 
belonging to one of the heretical sects. — ^The phrase ‘on the Father’s death’ is 
meant to indicate the time of partition; so that even when the Father is making 
a division of the property during his lifetime, the impotent and other Sons do not 
receive any shares in the property. That is why Apastambha has declared — ‘During 
his lifetime, the Father shall divide the property equally among his Sons, excluding 
the Impotent, the Insane and the like’ (p. 629). — (B) Here we have an exception 
to the general rule that ‘all disinherited persons shall receive maintenance’; the 
‘Son of the Outcast’ is also to be included under the exception, as he also is an 
‘ Outcast ’ (p. 632). — (G) ‘ Tatpulrdh’, — Sons of the persons debarred from inheritance. 
— 'Free from defects’ — i.e. from such as are disabilities to inheritance.— ‘Father’s 
inheritance' — i.e. the Grandfather’s property. — ^This texL should not be taken 
to mean that the Son of the Outcast also would be entitled to inherit the Grandfather’s 
property, because the Outcast’s Son becomes excluded on account of the ‘defect’ 
that he, being the Son of an Outcast, is himself an ‘Outcast’ — (SmrtichandrikS, 
p. 633). 

(B) The Outcast is not entitled to maintenance. The term ‘ Outcast ’ includes 
the Outcast's Son also. — (C) The Sons of those debarred from inheritance are entitled 
to inherit. Of those who have been debarred from inheritance, only the Body- 
bom and Soil-bom Sons, — if free from defects — impotence and other disabilities — 
are entitled to inheritance, — no other Adopted and other kinds of Sons — (Pardshara- 
mddhava, p. 367). 

(A) All those debarred from inheritance are to be maintained, except the Outcast 
and the Outcast's Son; ‘LingV — the Wandering Mendicant, etc. — ^The term ‘Outcast’ 
includes the Outcast’s Son also, as the latter also is an Outcast by reason of being 
born of the Outcast — (Ddyabhdgn, p. 102). 

‘LingV — the Wandering Mendicant, etc. — ^The term ‘Outcast’ includes the 
Outcast's Son also, as he also is an ‘Outcast’ by reason of having been bom of an 
Outcast — (Viramitrodaya, p. 711). 

‘Jada’ — one who has no enthusiasm for the performance of religious duties. — 
‘ Andhah’ — the congenitally blind. — ‘LingV — one who has assumed the guise of an 
Ascetic — (Smrtitattva II, p. 172). 

‘LingV — one who is wearing a forbidden sign — (Yyavaharamayuhha, p. 165). 

‘Death ’ is mentioned only by way of illustration. — ‘LihgV — a religious hypocrite 
— {Vibhdgasdra 6.1-3). 
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Vashi§tha (17.52) — 

[927] ‘Those who have entered other Life-stages have no shares.’ 

'Other Life-stages' — i.e. other than the Householdership.* 

Katydyana — 

[928] '(a) The Son of a woman married in contravention of the sanctioned 
order, (6) the Son born to a man of a Wife belonging to the same gotra 
as himself, and (c) the Apostate from Renunciation, — none of these is 
entitled to inheritance.’ 

{a) Marriage within one’s own caste is what is sanctioned by the Scrip- 
tures; a woman in contravention of this is ‘one married in contravention 
of the sanctioned order’. — (h) Even one married in accordance with the 
sanctioned order may belong to the same gotra as the Husband ; the Son born 
of such a woman. — (c) One who having taken to Renunciation has fallen off 
from it. — All these are not entitled to inheritance, f 


* ‘Other’ — -i.e. other than that of the Householder {Apardrka, p. 760; also 
Vibhdgasdra 6.1—3 and V ivadaTatnakdra, p. 208). 

This text means that persons in other Life-stages have no connection with 
property — {Mitdkeard, pp. 823-824). 

'Other Life-stages’ — i.e. the Life-long Student, the Hermit and the Wandering 
Mendicant — {Madanapdrijdta, p. 682). 

What is meant is that the man in one Life-stage cannot inherit the property 
of a person in another Life-stage; it is not meant that people in the same Life- 
stage shall not inherit each other’s property — (Pardsha/rarriddhava, p. 365). 

t ' Akramodhdmtah’ — the Son bom of a woman married in contravention of 
the order of castes and of the order of birth; and the Son of a woman bom 
from a Husband who is of the same gotra as herself; — these are not entitled to 
inherit property. And the reason for this lies in the prohibition contained in these 
texts, and not to the fact of their being not entitled to perform religious acts ; because 
there can be no ground for this latter idea — (Apardrka, p. 750). 

(o) The term ‘ akramodhdsutah’ stands for the Son bom to a man from a 
Wife of a caste different from his own, — who has been married to him in contravention 
of the laws regulating the order in which inter-caste marriages may be performed. 
That the Sou of a different caste is meant is clear from the fact that in another text, 
Katydyana has declared the Son born of a Wife of the same caste to be entitled to 
inheritance. — (5) The Son bom to a man from a married Wife belonging to the same 
gotra as himself. — (c) ' Pravrajydvasitah’ — the man who, after having become a 
Renunciate, has fallen off from the observance of the vows of Renmiciation.. — 
These three are not entitled to inheritance — (V ivddaratndkara, p. 492). 

The Son bom of a woman married in contravention of the sanctioned order of 
caste and of birth ; — and the Son of a man from a Wife belonging to the same gotra 
as himself; — and the man who, after having entered the fourth Life-stage, has 
renounced its vows. — None of these is entitled to inheritance — (Smrlichandrikd, 
p. 630). 

'Akramodhdsutah’ — the Son bom of a woman married in the inverse order. — 
' Pra/vrajydvasitah’ — one who has fallen off from Renunciation — (Vivddachandra 
21 . 1 - 6 ). 

If one marries a woman of a lower caste before marrying one of the same caste, 
— both these women would be ‘married in contravention of the sanctioned order’; 
— if to such a woman, a Son is bom from a man of the same gotra as herself, who 
has been ‘ appomted ’ to beget a Son on them, — such a Ksetraja Son would not be 
entitled to inheritance — {Ddyabhdga, p. 103, also Viramitrodaya, p. 712). 

Some people have explained the term ' akramoddhdsutah’ as standing for the 
Ksetraja and the Kanina Sons. — If a younger Sister has been married before the 
elder Sister is married, both of these would be 'akramodhd ’ ; this is the right explana- 
tion of the term — {Vyavahdramayukha, p. 164). 

'Akramodhdsutah’ — The Son bom of a Wife married in a form other than that 
which is sanctioned for the person concerned. Those not entitled to inlierit may 
be thus summed up; — (1) One addicted to evil deeds, (2) Outcast, (3) Impotent, 
(4) Stricken by an inciuable disease, (6) Blind, (6) Deaf, (7) Mad, (8) Idiot, 
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With reference to the first of those mentioned in the preceding text 
Kdtydyana makes a distinction — 

[929] ‘ The So?i born of a woman married in contravention of the sanctioned 
order, however, does obtain the property if he is of the same caste as his 
Father.’ 

That is, the Son, even though bom of a woman married in contravention 
of the sanctioned order, is entitled to share in the property, if he belongs 
to the same caste as his Father. 

The upshot of all this is as follows; — ^The following are not entitled to 
share the inheritance — (1) One who is addicted to evil deeds, (2) One who 
has been excommunicated on accoimt of a very heinous offence, (3) the 
Outcast, (4) the Impotent, (5) one who is incapable of performing religious 
acts, (6) Blind, (7) Deaf, (8) Insane, (9) Idiot, (10) Dumb, (11) Deprived of 
hands and feet, (12) Leprous, (13) Hostile to the Father, (14) Consumptive, 
(15) Religious Hypocrite, (16) One who has entered another Life-stage. — • 
The Sons of these, — except that of the Outcast — if themselves free from the 
disabling defects, — are entitled to shares in the property. 


Section (D) — ^The Saoramantal Rites of those fob whom they 

HAVE NOT been PEBFOEMED 
On this subject says Vydaa — 

[930] ‘Those Brothers and Sisters whose Sacramental Rites have not been 
performed should have those Rites performed in the proper manner, by 
their elder Brothers, out of the paternal property.’ * 

Ndrada — [This text is the same as No. 907 above.] 

[931] ‘In case there is no paternal property, those Brothers who have al- 
ready had their Sacramental Rites performed must perform the same for 
their Brothers, taking what is necessary out of their own shares.’ 

[For notes, see under Text No. 907 above.] 

Ydjhavalkya (2.124) — 

[932] ‘ (A) Those Brothers who have net had their Sacramental Rites already 
performed shall have these performed by the Brothers for whom those 
Rites have been already performed. — (B) So also the Sisters, after they 
have been given the fourth part of a share.’ f 


(9) Dumb, (10) Devoid of hands and feet, (11) Leprous, (12) Hostile to Father, 
(13) Consumptive, (14) Religious Hypocrite, (15) One who has entered another Life- 
stage.- — The Sons of these persons, if born before the appearance of these disabilities, 
and if free from these disabilities themselves, are entitled to inheritance — 
{Vibhdgasdra 6.1—4). 

* The ‘Sacramental Rites’ for the girls would be their Marriage — {Vivdda- 
ratndkara, p. 493). 

In cases where the property is being divided after the Father’s death, — if 
there are Brothers and Sisters whose Sacramental Rites have not been performed, — 
those Rites should be performed by their elder Brothers — (Parasliaramddhava, 
p. 344). 

The Rites shall be performed out of the joint property — (Vlramiirodaya, 

p. 680). 

This text lays down the necessity of performing the Sacramental Rites of 
Brothers and Sisters — (Ddyanirnaya 21.2-4). 

f The ‘ Sacramental Rite ’stands here for marriage; the marriage of the unmarried 
Brothers shall be performed by the Brothers already married; or they shall set aside 
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Manu (9.11S)— 

[933] 'From among the Brothers, each, out of his own share, shall severally 
give the fourxh part to the unmarried girls; those not inclined to give 
this become degraded.’ 


wealth adequate for their marriage and divide the balanc-e. It is from this that 
we leam that marriage should be performed with the joint property, for Brothers 
as well as Sisters. — In places where the property is not small, ihs Brothers shall 
divide it equally among themselves, after having set aside the fourth part of their 
share for the Sister — ( V i-^hinrupfij. 

Those younger Brothers whose Sacramental Bites — the Jdtauarma and the rest — 
have not b^n performed by the Father, — for them, these Rites shall be performed 
by elder Brothers for whom they have been already perfornied. — As for the 
Sisters who have not been already married, each of tliem sliall be gh'en away in 
marriage by the Brother^, after these latter have given to each of the Setters the 
fourth part of the ^hare that may have come to each of them — (AprirdHa]. 

On the Father's death, if there are some Brothers for whom the Sacramental 
Rites have not been performed, — these shall be performed for them, out of the 
joint property, by the Brothers, when they are going to divide it after their Father's 
death. — As regards the Sisters, those that have not had their Sacramental Rites 
performed shaU have the^ performed by their Brothers, — who sbouid hiive given to 
them :he fourth pan of tlieir share. From this it follows that after the Father's 
death, th-^- Daughters aho are entitled to a share in the inheritance. — '?\udi amsf ds\ 
‘out «j*’r their siiare': — tlii> phra=e does not mean that each Br other Ls to take out 
a fourth part from his share and give it to the Sister; what Is meant i-* that the 
girl should receive the fourth part of the share that has been ordained for a Son 
of the same caste as the Sifter concerned. That is to say. if the ffirl foelonss the 
caste, she h to receive the fourth part of the that would go lo a 

Son of the Srofo/ nyf Wife. For mstance. (oj if a B^^dhuinfK'i has only one 'V^'ife. 
and she belong-’ to the Eidhmntyt caste, and she has one Son and f^ne Daughter. — 
the entire paternal property shall be divided into two parts; one of these two p«arts 
.^diall be divided, into four parts, and one of these four pans shah be given to the 
Daughter and the rest to the Son; — if there are two ^ns and one Daughter, the 
entire property siiall be divide into three parts; one of these three p^s shall 
be divided iiito four p^rts, and one of th^e four parts shah be given to the Daughter 
and the rest shall be di^dded eejoahy between the two Sons; — (c) if there are fine 
Son and two Daughters, the property shall be divided into three parts; one of the.'e 
three parts «hal! be divided into four parts; two of these four parts shall be s^iven 
to the Daughters, one to each, and the rest ^lali go to the Son; and so on. when 
an equal number or unequal number of Brothers and Sisters belong to the same 
caste : — id\ in a ease howet'er. where thp Brdhmana has one Son. from his Brdh^Aan/j 
Wife, and one Daughter from his Kfottriifn Wife, the property shall be divided into 
seven parts*; three uf these seven parts that are ordained for the Son shall 

be dirided into four parts, and one of these four parts shall be given to the K^/czit^iya 
Daughter and the rest shall be taken by the Son;— {t) where there are 

two £^d/i't\anf 3 Sons and one Ksafiriyo Daughter, the property shall be divided int ^ 
ele\'eti pans; out of these eleven part=, the three parts ordained for a AVrif/riTi^a 
Son shall be di^ddeid into four parts, and one of the^e four parts shaE be given to 
the Daughter and the rest divided between the two Brdhf/iana Sons , — 

It cannot be right to hold the view that — *no significanr'e attaches to the speeifvir.s: 
of the fo^frth part, what is meant is that she sha9 receive enough for her marriage'. 
Because such a view would he contrary to 9.11S which declares that — *ea« h 

of the Brothers shall give to liis Sisters the fourth part extracted from his share* 
(\ide below Text No. 933) — {JLfi/dir^ord). 

Out of the common property, the Brothers who have had their 
[Marriage and other Sacramental Kites already performed shall perform these Riles 
for those Brothers for wliom they have not bwn perfonned; the Sisters — unmarriied 
ones — also should have the Bites performed for them by the Brothers: who shaH 
give them the fourth part of the share tiiat may be theirs, m aoeordance with their 
caste. — ^The drst "tu ’ indicates tiiat, in the case of the Brothers, there is no limitation 
regarding the amount to be spent; while the second Vw’ mdieates that in the case 
of the Sisters, there is to be such, a limitation, — In case the 'foiudh part* is not 
suSeient for the Sister's marriage, they shall give her as much as may be needed 
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'‘Svebhyah' — i.e, from among the Brothers. — ^Thus what is meant is that 
to each of the girls shall be given the fourth part out of the share of the 
Brother belonging to the same caste as the girl concerned. — ^No significance 


for it, in accordance with their means; such being the declaration of Vi^u (Text 
No. 934 below) — (Vlramitrodaya-Tlkd). 

(A) The meaning is that the division of property shall be made only after all the 
Sacramental Rites ending with marriage have been performed for aU those Borthers 
and Sisters for whom they may not have been performed. — (B) The meaning of the 
second line is as follows: — After having performed the Sacramental Rites of the 
Sisters, the Brothers shall give to them ‘^the fourth ‘part * — from where ? — *'cyut of their 
share'', the 'nlja aihsha', ‘own share*, standing for the share that has been ordained 
xaidev Manu 9.163 for the Sons of the various castes. — ‘Four shares for the Brahmana, 
three for the Kaatiriya, two for the Vaishya and one for the Shudra'; and it is 
the fourth part of this share that is meant. — [Here follows the scheme of division 
on the same lines as in Mitdk^a/rd .'} — ^In a case where a Brahmana has fom Wives 
of the four castes, — and the Brahmana Wife has a Son and Daughter, so also the 
Kaatiriya Wife, the Vaishya Wife and the Shudra Wife, — thus there being eight 
children, four male and four female, — according to Manu (9.153), the Brdhmami 
is to have four shares, the Kaatiriya three and so on, there should be eight shares 
for the two Brahmana children, six for the two Kaatiriya children, four for the two 
Vaishya children and two for the the two Shudra chili^en; thus the property shall 
be divided into twenty shares, and to the Brahmana Daughter shall be given fourth 
part of the ‘four parts’ that have been ordained for the Brahmana Son, — to the 
Kaatiriya Daughter, the fourth part of the ‘three parts’ ordained for the Kaatiriya 
Son, — to the Vaishya Daughter, the fourth part of the ‘two parts’ ordained for the 
Vaishya Son, — and to the Shudra Daughter, the fourth part of the ‘one part ’ ordained 
for the Shudra Son. — After these ‘fourth* shares have been given away, the remaining 
property shall be pooled together, and out of this the Sons shall receive 4, 3, 2 and 1 
shares respectively. — ^In cases where the number of Sons and Daughters is not equal, 
the property shall be divided into as many shares as there are individual children, 
on the basis of their castes, — ^in the proportion of 4, 3, 2, 1, — and each Daughter 
shall receive the fourth part of the share that has been ordained for a Son of the 
same caste as that Daughter, and the three quarters of that share that are left shall 
be pooled together and divided among the Brothers in the same proportion of 4, 3, 2, 1. 
•*“Some people have held the following opinion on this point: — “Having set apart 
one-fourth for the Sister, her marriage shall be performed with that one-fourth; 
and not that her marriage shall be performed out of the common property and 
then the property divided”. — -This view has not been accepted by Medhdtithi, nor 
by the Author of the Mitdksard and others; hence it should be rejected. — ^In fact, 
every case may be dealt with in accordance with the custom prevailing in the 
country concerned — {Madanapdrijdta, pp. 64S-650). 

The Brother should give to each Sister the fourth part of what is his own 
share, and then perform their marriage — {Smjiichandrikd, pp. 625-626). 

After the Father’s death, his Sons should perform, out of the common property, 
the Sacramental Rites for such of their Brothers as have not had their Rites aheady 
performed; — as regards the Sisters, those whose Sacramental Rites have not been 
performed shall be given the fourth part of the share ordained for a Son of the 
caste to which the Sister concerned belongs; and then their Sacramental Rites should 
be performed. — From this it follows that after the Father’s death, the Daughters 
also are entitled to share his propery — {Pardsharamddlmva, pp. 345-346), 

Here Ydjfiavalkya has declared that the Daughters shall be married, — not 
that they are entitled to inheritance, — ^Hence the conclusion is that where the 
property is a large one, they shall give to the Sister just enough to enable her to 
become married, and not necessarily the ‘fourth part of a share’. — ^Thia should 
be imderstood as applying to cases where there is an equal number of Sons and 
Daughters. In cases where the numbers are unequal, the result of existing on the 
'fourth part of a share* being given would be to make the Sister extremely rich 
and the Sons very poor; which would bo improper — {Ddyabhdga, pp. 69-70). 

The construction is 'aaamskrtdk samskdrydh' i — those whose Rites have not 
been performed should have them performed by the Brothers — i^lramitrodaya, 
p. 580). 

Each of the Sisters shall receive the foiu*th part of the share that is ordained 
for a Son of the same caste as the Sister concerned; — and after that, she shall be 
married — {Vyavdhdramayukha, p. 106). 

14 
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is meant to be attached to the ‘fourth part’; all that is meant is that that 
much shoiild be given which would be needed for her Sacramental Rite. — 
That such is the idea is clear from the following text of Vi^u — 

[934] ‘One should perform the Sacramental Rite of the unmarried girls, in 
accordance with his means.’ — [‘ Girls ’ — i.e. Daughters and Sisters — says 
Vivadachandra 20.2-9). 

The same view is held by the Ratnakara and others.* 


♦ The term ^Kanyd' is, as a rule, used in the sense of the unmarried girl; in 
another Smrti text, the term ‘unmarried’ is actually used. The share, therefore, 
that is here laid down should be taken as pertaining to the urmtarried Daughter . — 
. — ‘0/ the same caste' (which is what is meant by 'svabhyah', which is the reading 
adopted in some places); — each of the Brothers should give to the Sister of the same 
caste as himself the fourth part of his own share; that is to say, in a case where 
the Father has left several munarried Daughters, the share allott^ to each of them 
should be the fourth part of the portion of the Brother belonging to the same caste 
as herself. The upshot therefore comes to this that three parts of the property 

shall be taken by the Sons and the fourth part by the Daughters According 

to some people, the only benefit to which the girl is entitled is that her marriage 
should be performed; such, they say, is the custom also. — But the direct assertion 
of the Smrti is definitely more authoritative than custom; moreover the custom 
referred to is by no means universal. — ^Another view that has been held is that 
the girl shall receive just enough of the property to suffice for the performance of 
her marriage, and not definitely the fourth part of a share. — But this would make 
the rule indefinite ; there being no definite riile as to what is required for the per- 
formance of a marriage. — ^Then again, we have Y djfiavalkya' s text (2.124) laying 
down that ‘ the Brothers who have had theii" Sacramental Rites performed should 
perform the same for the unmarried girls, and Sisters should receive from their 
Brothers the fourth part of their shares’. — The term ‘bhratarah’, ‘brothers’, in the 
present text has been taken as standing for the uterine Brothers, as is indicated 
by the term ‘prthak', ‘severally’. — But if that were so, then the girl that has no 
■uterine Brother would have to go without a share in the property ; nor could there 
be a chance for any dowry being provided for her. — It might be argued that her 
Step-brother would provide for her; but in the absence of such a rule, he may not 
do it. — In reality, the term ‘ brothers ’ is found to be used in the sense of Sons of the 
same Father, even those of several Mothers. — As regards the term ‘prlftot’, ‘severally 
in the text, — it has been added in order to guard against the possible interpretation 
that the fourth part of the share of a single Brother shall be divided among all the 
Sisters — (Medhdtithi). 

The Sons of the Brdhmana Wife shall give to the Daughters of the Brdhmana 
Wife, — and the Sons of the Ksatiriya Wife to her Daughters, — the fourth part of their 
respective shares. Even in cases where there are several Daughters, the division 
shall be on the basis of the said principle. In a case where there are several Brothers 
and only one Sister, all the Brothers shall set opart for her just enough to make up 
for her what would be equal to the foiuth part of the share allotted to each Brother 
— {Sarvajh andrayatj-a) . 

If there are four Brothers belonging respectively to the four castes,— -and they 
have inherited the property in the proportion of 4, 3, 2, 1, as laid down by Manu 
(9.153), — each of them shall give the fourth part of his share to the unmarried Sister 
belonging to the same caste as himself. That is, each Brother shall give to his 
uterine Sister the fourth part of the property for the purpose of her marriage. If 
a girl has no uterine Brother of her own, she should have her marriage performed 

by her Step-brothers belonging to superior or inferior castes In the 

event of the Brothers being not inclined to give the fourth part of their shares to 
the Sisters, they would ‘become degraded’. — It follows from this that the fourth 
part of one’s share is to be given by the Brothers to their uterine Sisters, also m 
oases where there are several Brothers and Sisters of the same caste, but bom of 
different Mothers — {Kulluka). 

This text lays down the rule governing cases where there are Daughters also. 
— The Brothers should give the fourth part of their share to their Sisters belonging 

to the same caste as themselves, for the purposes of their marriage If 

there are three Brothers who have had three shares among them, each of those 

14B 
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Section (E) — ^What is paetiblb ? 

[936] ‘The property of the Grandfather, the property of the Father and 
whatever may have been the self-acquired by any one, — all this is 
divided at the partition among coparceners ’ — {Katydyana). 


shares is to be divided into four parts, and one of these parts is to go to the Sister. 
This refers to oases where there have been several Mothers — (Rdghavdnanda). 

Each of the divided Brothers shall give to each of the unmarried Sisters the 
fourth part of his share — (Nandana). 

'Degraded ' — i.e. not entitled to share in the property — (Rdmachandra). 

The two -woida' svdbhyah amshebhyah’ refer only to the Sons’ shares; the Plural 
Number being used in reference to eases whore there may be several girls. — ‘Svdi 
svdt ’ — this repetition is with reference to girls belonging to several castes. The 
sense is as follows ; — In a case where a Brahmana has had Wives of all fom castes, 
the Daughter of the Brahmana Wife shall receive the fourth part of the share that 
would go to the Brahma^ Son, and so on. This ‘fourth part’, however, is not her 
‘Inheritance’, 'Ddya' — (Apardrka, p. 731). 

What is meant is as follows : — The Brothers belonging to the four castes shall 
give to the Sisters of the same caste as themselves the fourth part of the share that 
would be allotted to themselves in accordance with Manu (9.153) — i.e. in the pro- 
portion of 4, 3, 2, 1. It is not meant that the Brother is to take out the fourth 
part from his own share and give it; what is meant is that to each Sister shall be 
given the fourth part of the share that has been assigned to a Son of the same caste. 
— It is not right to urge that — “No significance attaches to the specific mention of 
the fourth part, aU that is meant is that just that amount of wealth shall be given 
as would suffice for the performance of the girl’s marriage — Because both Manu 
and YdjAavalkya specify the ‘fourth share’, and also declare that by not giving 
this fourth part, the Brothers would incur a grave sin. — Some people have argued 
that “if this rule were strictly followed, and the exact fourth part of a share 
were assigned to eewh Sister, then in oases where there would be several Brothers 
and only one Sister, the latter would receive a large property ; while in a case where 
there would be only one Brother and several Sisters, the Son would have nothing left 
for himself’’. — But no such contingency could arise under the rule as explained 
above ; where we have shown that it is not meant that the Brother shall give the 
fourth part of the portion that has been assigned to himself; so that there would be 
no such contingencies as have been urged. — For these reasons, the right explanation 
is that given by Asahdya, Medhdtithi and others, and not the one given by Bhdruchi . — 
Thus we conclude that after the Father’s death, the Daughter also is entitled to a 
share in the property ; but m case the Father has already given to her some property 
she retains that (and no more is given to her — ^adds the Bdlambhatti) — {MitdlcBard, 
pp. 665-667). 

The meaning of the text is not that ‘the Brother shall take over fourth part 
of his own share and give it to his Sister’; — but that’to each girl shall be allotted 
the fourth part of the share that would go to a Son of the same caste’. — Thus the 
sense comes to be that, out of the given total of ‘ four shares ’ (that have been 
assigned to the Brahmana Son), — or the ‘three shares’ (that have been assigned to 
the Ksattriya Son) ; and so forth, — the fourth part shall be given to the Brahmana 
or the Ksattriya girl respectively. — Inasmuch as the ‘fomth part of a share’ is 
found specially mentioned in several texts, it is actually the ‘fourth part’ that 
shall be given ; though the purpose of the gift is that her marriage may be performed. 
— This same view has been held by the Kaipataru, the Mitdksard and the Prakdsha. 
—But Haldyudha and others have held the view that the ‘ fourth part’ is mentioned 
only by way of an illustration, — the sense is that that much shall be given as would 
suffice for her marriage.’ — This is the right view; for whatever the ‘fourth part’ 
may be, it is absolutely essential that the girl should be married — (Vivddaralndkara, 
p. 494). 

The clear meaning of the words as indicated by the repetition 'svad-avdt' is 
that ‘the Brothers shall give to the girls as many quarter-shares as there may be 
full-shares of the Brothers ’ ; but seeing that the text pertains to cases where there 
may be several girls, there is no such discrepancy as would be involved if a single 
Sister were to receive the fourth parts of the shares of all the Brothers. What is 
meant is that the fourth part of the entire property (constituting the shares of all 
the Brothers) is to be divided equally among the Sisters. — The text of Visipu referring 
to the ‘ unmarried ’ girls refers to cases where there is only one Son and hence there 
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* 8elJ<icquired^ — i-e. wth the help of the paternal property.* 

Ni^ada— 

[936] ‘What is left after the diaciiarge of the Father's liabilities, and the 
giving of what had been given away bj’ the Father, — shall be di’\’ided 
by the Brothers; otherwise the Father would remain a Debtor.’ 


is no question of partition at all. Or it may be taken as referring to cases where 
the Brothers are living together. — The term ‘^Kanyd* stands here for all those 
children of the Father’s as have not had their Sacramental Kites performed already 
— [Smrtichandrikd, pp. 626-627). 

!£^h of the Brothers belonging to the four castes shall give to each of the 
Sisteis belonging to the same caste the fourth part of the share that has been assigned 
to the Sons of the several castes. — [Then follows the detaiLs of allotment on the 
lines of the MitaksaTa ."] — Such is the explanation given, by Jdedhdtithi and 
Vijnane^vara. Bharuchij however, has explained the ‘fourth part’ as standing for 
‘such wealth as would be necessary for their marriage *, and hence he does not accept 
the view that the unmarried Daughter is entitled to inheritance. This idea ia 
approved of by the Author of the Chandrikd also — [PardshaTamddhavay pp. 345-346), 

The use of the term ' pradadyuti' y ‘should give’, and the declaration that ‘by 
nob giving, the Brother incurs sin’, — imply that the girl receives the said ‘fourth 
part’, nob as a matter of righly but as a gift-; because one rightful claimant does not 
‘give’ a share to another rightful claimant — {Ddyahhdgay p. 69). 

The text does not mean t^t ‘every one of the Brothers is to take out the fourth 
part of his share and give that to each, of the Sisters’. — If this were meant, then 
a Sister who Itad sev'eral Brothers would become extremely rich and the Brother 
who had -several Sisters would be reduced to penury.'— All that is meant is that the 
Sisters shall receive just enough to enable them to get married. — Such is the explana- 
tion given by Ratndkara, Chinidmani and others; and support of this view they 
have pub forward Visriu's text regarding ‘unmarried Daughters’. — This view, how- 
ever, is not right; because according to both the Smrtia {^lanu and Ydjnavnlhya). 
the withholding of the shares from the Sisters would be iniquitous; and the sin 
incurred in not being inclined to give the shares has been spoken of as distinct from 
that incurred in not performing their marriage. — ^For these reasons, McdhdtUhi, 
Miidksca’d and others have propounded the following explanation — [Then follows 
the scheme set forth in Mitdicsara] — {Vxramilrodayay pp. 581-582). 

Towards the expenses of the marriage of their Sisters, each Brother shall 
contribute a quarter of his share, either out of the paternal property or out of his 
own self -acquired property. — '‘Svdbhyak' — i,e. oufc of the diares of the Brothers 
belonging to the same caste as the Sisters. — ^The mention of the ‘Brothers* is only 
by way of illustration; it stands for any one who has inherited the property of the 
girls’ Father; the performance of the marriage being something that the Father 
should have done; and also becau-se the girl also has a share in the property — 
say some. — It is not necessary that each of the Brothers should surrender a quarter 
of hLs share; all that is meant is that ‘necessary' provision shoxild be made for their 
marriage’, — as declared by Visnu , — According to some people, the ‘fourth part’ 
is to be given in cases where the property is a large one — {Vibhdgasara 6,2.5. 11). 

Fourth part'' ’t — this stands for Just that much which may be necessary for the 
marriage of the sister. This is clear from Visnu's text — {Ddyanimaya 21.2-7). 

* ’’ Self -acquired ^ — with the help of the ancestral property. W’hat is acquired 
without such help is not partible . — ^All the three kinds of property mentioned in the 
text are divided, — i.e. if there is no debt contracted by the Grandfather and others 
remaining unpaid; in case there is such debt, what is divided is, not the whole, but 
only what remains of it after clearing off the debt — {SmHickavjdrikd, p, 635). 

‘ Self -acquired ’ — i.e. in a manner other than that which would make the property 
entirely and solely his own — {V ivddaratndkara p. 496). 

^ Self -acquired^ — ^i.e. acquired by one, with the help of the Father’s property — 
{Vibhdgasara 7.1.1), 

* Yachchdnyat ' ; — the cumulative particle *c/ia’ is to be construed with ; 

the meaning being that — ‘what has been self-acquired and also what has been 
acquired, with the help of that self-acquired property, by others’; that is why the 
acqxiirer of the original property has a double share as laid down by Vydsa (Text 
No. 898, above ) — {Ddyanirnaya 14.2.1). 

Of the ‘self-acquired property’, only that is partible which may have been 
acquired with the help of the paternal property; what has not been so acquired 
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‘ Pitrdaya’ — ^Father’s debts. — 'Dattam', ‘given away’, — i.e. promised 
to be given. — ^The sense thus is that what remains after the discharge of all 
the liabilities of the Father is to be divided."" 


Section (F) — What is impartible ? 

Says Manu (9.206) — 

[937] ‘The gains of learning shall be the sole property of the man by whom 
they have been acquired; so also friendly presents, marriage -portion 
and presents in connection with priestly functions.’ 

‘ Maitra ' — ^what has been obtained as a token of regard from a friend. — 
‘Audvdhika’, ‘marriage-portion’, — ^is going to be de^ed later on (Text 
No. 949) — ' Mddhtiparlcika ' — the worshipful offerings of vessels and other 
things, made in connection with the offering of the ‘Honey-mixture’. 

Presents of honour, in the shape of vessels and other things, given in 
connection with ‘Honey-mixture’ offered on occasions of Reception, etc.]" 


being impartible. — Of all these three kinds of property what can be divided is only 
the balance that remains after the debts have been paid off — (PaTaaharamddhava, 
p. 37.1). 

* Vibhagasdra (7.1-3) and Ddyanirruiya (21.2-3) have the same notes as 
VivddackintSmatti. 

‘ Pitrddya—thQ property promised by the Father to other people. — ^The Author 
of the Prakdsha has read ' pUfddixa' •, it makes no difference in the meaning — 
( Yivddarainakara, p. 496). 

What is meant is the necessity of paying the Father’s debts, — ^not the time 
for partition — {Ddyabhdga, p. 23, and Viramitrodaya, pp. 557-568). 

‘Pitfddya' — First Shrdddhas. Gautama says that ‘they shall perform the 
Shrdddha jointly ’ — (Apafdrka, p. 722; also SmrtichandTika, p. 616). 

' Pitfddyebhyah ’ — from what has been given away or promised by the Father. — 
If they are unable to pay off the debt at the time, they should admit the debt to the 
creditor and promise to pay it a-s soon as they are able to do so — [Smrtitattva II, 
p. 169). 

'Pitrddya' is what has been promised by the Father — (Vyavahdramayukha, 
p. 123).' 

'Vidyd,' — Teaching, etc.; as also proficiency in on art; — 'Maitram ' — 
presents received from friends; — 'audvahikam' — in the shape of Dowry and the 
like ; this stands for all that is received from the Father in-law’s house ; others explain 
it as any presents that may be received in connection with one’s marriage; — 

‘ mddhuparkikam’ , — as a consideration for priestly functions; though this also is in- 
cluded under ‘ vidyadhana ‘ gains of learning yet it has been mentioned separately, 
because it is obtained by means of the special kind of work involved in the priestly 
functions at sacrifices — (Medhdtithi), 

‘ Vidyadhanam' — the property acquired by means of learning; — ^this refers 
to the case of Brothers; — ‘maitram’, got from friends; — ‘audvahikam’, obtained 
from the Wife’s relatives; — ‘Mddhuparkikam’ — obtained in connection with the 
Honey -mixture and other offerings made to one by virtue of his having become an 
Accomplished Student — (Narya/ntmardi/ona). 

Obtained by learning, friendship and marriage, — and what is obtained as a 
present at the time of the offering of the Honey-miadure; — 'tasyaiva bhavet' — shall be 
the sole property of, etc., etc. — This is an exception to the general rule laid down 
in Manu 9,204 regarding the younger Brothers being entitled to share in the property 
acquired by the eldest Brother after the death of the Father. — ‘Vidyadhana’ has 
been defined by Kdtydyana (see Text No. 941 below) ; — in view of this definition, 
the explanation of the term ‘ mddhupaikikam’ as ‘what has been obtained as con- 
sideration for priestly functions’ — as provided by Medhdtithi and Qovindaraja — 
cannot be accepted; as this last would be included under ‘ Vidyadhana’ — (Kulldka). 

What is stated here is that even though the Brothers may not be separated, 
what any one of them acquires by means of learning, etc. shall not bo divided. 
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Manu (9.208) and Vipiu (18.42) — 

[938] ‘If any one of them acquires something by his own labour, without 
drawing on the patrimony, — that property having been acquired by 
his own effort, he need not give to others, unless he himself wishes it.’ 

‘Labour' — i.e. service and the like. — ‘Effort' — ^Agriculture, etc. — All this 
is merely by way of illustration; what is meant is that whatever a man has 
himself acquired without drawing upon the Joint property, is the exclusive 
property of the acquirer himself.’*' 


There are seven lands of ‘ Vidyddhana' (see Kdtydyana. Text 941). — Mddhuparkham' 
— silver plates and other things received in connection with the Honey -mixture 
offering — {Rdgliavdnanda) . 

‘ VidyddJianam' — What has been obtained by means of teaching and art. — 

‘ Mailram' — obtained from friends. — ‘Audvdhikam' — obtained at the time of 
marriage. — ‘ Mddhuparkikam ' — obtained at the time of the Honey -mixture offering 
— (Nandana). 

What one has obtamed by means of learning shall not be given to the coparceners 
— {Apardrka, p. 724). 

‘Maitram' — what is obtamed from friends. — ‘Mddhuparkikam' — what is 
obtained as a present of honour at the time of tho Honey -mixture offering. — 
‘Tasyaiva bhavet' — i.e. .shall be impartible — {VivddnrcUndkara, p. 499). 

Presents of friendship shall not be divided- — {Vivddachandra 21.1-9). 

‘Maitram' — received as present from a friend. — 'Mddhuparkikam' — the 
presents received at reception on other occasions — {Vibhdgasdra 7.1-8). 

’• The sharing of the Gains ot Learning having been already precluded by the 
previous text, the present text should be taken as laying down that one need not 
give what he himself acquires by Agriculture and other means — (Medhdlithi) . 

'Shramix>-a' — by service involving much labour. — ' Svayamihita' — liis own 
unaided effort. — 'Ndkdmo ddlurmarhati' , — ^he may give what little ho wishes to 
give, and there is no need for equal division. In what has been acquired without 
labour, there is to be equal division — (Sarvajnandrdyarui). 

Without any detriment to the patrimony, whatever one acquires by laborious 
work, in the shape of Agriculture and the like, has been acquired by the man’s 
own effort; hence he need not give it to his Brothers — {Kulluka). 

‘Anwpaghnan’ — without drawing upon. — ‘Ihitalabdham' — acquired by learning 
— {Rdgkavdnanda) . 

‘ Anupaghnan’- — not injuring, not drawing upon.— Shrameria’ — by Agriculture 
and such means. — All other cases, where equal division has been declared, are 
those in which all the Brothers have put forth some effort towards the acquisition ; 
in the present case, the acquisition has been due entirely to the effort of one man ; 
hence there is no inconsistency — (Nandana). 

‘Anupaghnan’ — ^not spending . — ' Svayamihilalabdha' — acquired by his owm 
effort. — (Rdmachandra). 

‘ Shrama' — Labour, which stands here for Soldiering, Agriculture and the like. — 
‘Ibd’ is effort not involvmg labour. — [According to this, there would be two kmds 
of property mentioned in the text: (a) what is acquired by laborious work, and 
(h) what is acquired by one’s own effort not involving much labour] — (Apardrka, 
p. 723). 

‘Shramena’ — by Service, Soldiering and the like. Ihis toxt makes clear the 
sense of Ydjnavalkya 2.118-119 — (Mitdksard, pp. 633-634). 

‘Shrama’ — ^Agriculture, etc. — The term ‘pitf’ stands for undivided coparceners 
in general — (Pardsharamddhava, p. 373). 

‘Shrama’ — Service, Soldiering and the like — (Madanapdrijdla, p. 685). 

In this text Manu has made clear the meaning of Yajnavalkya's Text 2.118. — ■ 
The term 'pitr' stands for undivided coparceners in general. — ‘Shramena’ — 
Agriculture and such other means involving labour. — ‘Anupaghnan’ — without 
causing injury to — (Smrlichandrikd, pp. 641-642). 

What has been acquired without drawing upon the paternal property has been 
declared by Manu and Fi.sri« to be impartible. Since the patrimony has not been 
drawn upon, the other coparceners have rendered no monetary help in tho 
acquiring of the property; and as it has been acquired entirely by the man’s own 
effort and labour, the others have not helped with bodily labour either; hence 
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Vydsa — 

[939] ‘What has been given to one tlirough affection, by the Grandfather, 
the Father or the Mother, shall not be taken by others.’ 

Again — 

[940] ‘If one has acquired property by his own power, without recourse 
to the paternal property,— he shall not give that to his coparceners; 
so also what may have been acquired by learning.’ 

That is, (a) what has been acquired without drawing upon the joint 
property, and (b) what has been acquired by means of learning, — ^both of 
those are impartible.* 

The opinion of the Prakdsha is that — “In the case of the Gains of Learning 
also, only that is impartible which has been acquired without drawing upon 
the joint property”. 

This, however, cannot bo right; as in that case, the mention of both 
would be useless. — Such is the opinion of the Batnakara and others also. 

The following might be urged:— “In accordance with the following text 
of Ndrada’s — 

[941] ‘A learned man may not give, against his will, a share in his self- 
acquired property, to the unlearned coparcener, — ^if it has been acquired 
without drawing upon the paternal property’ — 

it follows that even the property acquired by learning is partible if it has 
been acquired with the help of the paternal property.” 


what has been acquired must be the exclusive property of the person who has 
acquired it. — ''Smyamihitalabdham', — ^this phrase states the grojmd for the property 
acquired belonging to the acquirer only (p. 105). — ‘Anupaghnan’ should qualify 
‘vidyadhana’ also; because it has been declared that, if the acquiring of leai-jiing 
has involved expenditure out of the patrimony, the gains of that learning have to 
be divided — {Vdyabhdga, p. 113). 

‘Shramefia' — by Service and such means — (Viramitrodnya, p. 708). 

‘Shrama’ stands for Service and such other means. — ‘Ihita’ is Agriculture and 
the like. All thi.s is merely illustrative; what is meant is that when a man has 
acquired sometlung without the help of the joint property, it belongs to him 
absolutely — ■( Yibhdgamra 9.1-8). 

‘Labour’ — Service and the like. — 'By his own effort’ — e.g. Agriculture — 
(Ddyanirnaya 14.2-5). 

* The meaning is that if the learning by means of which the property has been 
acfjuired with the help of the joint property has itself been acquired with the help 
of the joint property, then that property shall be partible; but in case the joint 
property has not been used in the acquiring of learning, then the gains of that 
learning shall not be partible — {Viblidgasara 7.1-11). 

‘ Andshrtya’ — without having recourse to — for the purpose of acquiring. — The 
term ‘pitr’ stands for undivided coparceners in general — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 642). 

As the text has used the general term ‘by his own powers’, it follows that aU 
kinds of property that have been acquired ' by one’s own energy ’ are the exclusive 
property of the acquirer himself; so that all that has been acquired with the help 
of one’s own self-acquired property, or by his own labour, is also his own exclusive 
property, and cannot be shared by tho Brothers. Inasmuch as even the Gains of 
Learning that have been acquired ‘ by one’s own power ’ have been held to be such as 
have to be shared with those Brothers who happen to be either superior or equal to 
the acquirer in learning, — all that the addition of ‘what has been acquired by 
learning’ in the present text can mean is the exclusion of such Brothers as are 
either inferior to the acquirer in learning, or entirely without learning — (p. 106). — 
All that such texts mean is that ‘ one must share with his coparceners all that property 
which one may have acquired with the help of the conmion property’; the meaning 
of ‘Valour’ (‘Learning’) and the re.st is meant to be only illustrative; hence there 
can be no authority for the view that “a property is common simply because it has 
been acquired by a member of the joint family” — {Ddyahhdga, pp. 114-116). 
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True ; but this would be so in those cases where the joint property has been 
drawn upon both in the acquiring of learning and the acquiring of the 
property.* 

It is for this same reason that Kdtydyana has declared impartibility on 
the basis of being acquired without help of the joint property — 

[912] ‘Where a man has acquired learning from others while living upon 
food supplied by others, — ^whatever is obtained by him by means of 
that learning is called Gains of Learning.'' f 


* What is meant is as follows : — (a) If the man who has acquired learning while 
maintauiing himself with food and clothing supplied out of the joint property, 
acquires wealth without drawing upon the joint property, — then he may not give 
any share out of it to his unlearned coparcener; — (fc) if the said property has been 
acquired with the help of the joint property, then a share in it has to be given to the 
unlearned coparcemer also; — (c) if the joint property has not been drawn upon 
during the time of the acquiring of learning, then no share need be given to any one 
else, — even though at the time of the acquiring of new property itself, the joint 
property may have been used ; in this case it belongs entirely to the learned acquirer 
himself. This follows from the fact that Vyasa also, having declared the impart- 
ibility of what has been acquired by a coparcener without help of the joint property, 
has added the ‘Gains of Learning’ separately, as not to be divided. It is for this 
reason that the impartibility the Gains of Learning has to be taken as referring to 
that case where the learning has been acquired by the man with the help of his 
own private property, though at the time of the acquiring of the property the joint 
property may have been used. — Such is the opinion of Halayudha also. — ^Tbe 
Author of the Prakdeha and others, however, have explained all those texts that 
declare the ‘ Gains of Learning’ to be impartible as pertaining to cases where the 
paternal property has not been drawn upon at all. — But this is not right; as. in that 
case, there would be no sense in the mention of both — [Vivadarainakara, pp. 600- 
501). 

The meaning is that the learned man is not to give a share against his will. 
The property mentioned in the first line is to be imderstood as that property- 
acquired by learning which is impartible — (Smftichandrikd, p. 641). 

This refers to cases where the acquirer is un-willing to give a share — [Pard- 
sharamddhava, p. 378). 

The implication of this text is that the di-vision is to be equal between two 
learned coparceners, even though the amounts of wealth acquired by them severally 
may be unequal — {Vivddachandra 21.2-10). 

This negation of partibility is meant for those cases where the Brothers have 
other property. If they have no other property, then a share has to be given to 
them also; so says Madana — {Vya/vahdramayukha, p. 127). 

'Pitryam deravyam ’ stands for joint property. — If the Gains of Learning have not 
been acquired with the help of the joint property, then the learned may not give it 
to the unlearned-, but to the learned, he must give it, — even when it has been 
acquired -without the help of the joint property — (Ddyabhdga, p. 108). 

The implication is that, if the Gains of Learning have been mixed up with 
the other property, then it has to be given; and if a coparcener, even though learned, 
has not earned anything, — he also should not be allowed to share in the Gains of 
Learning of another — [Vibhdqasdra 7.1-7). 

The law on this point is briefly this : — Where the property concerned has been 
acquired by a coparcener with the help of the ancestral property, through Sol- 
diering, Trade and such other means, or by Learning, — that property shall be divided 
equally among the Brothers ; the eioquirer himself receiving a double share — 
(Ddyanirnaya, 14.2.6). 

-)• 'Bhakta' — food. — 'Anyatah' — ^from a person other than the Father — {Apa- 
rarka, p. 724). 

In this Kdtydyana provides the definition of that ‘Gains of Learning ’ which 
is impartible — (Mitdksard, p. 632; also Viramitrodaya, p. 708) — 'Parabhaktopa- 
yogena' — by living on food given by persons other than the Father, etc. — 
'Anyalah ' — from persons other than the Father and others. Thus the meaning 
is that ‘that Gain of Learning is impartible which has been obtained by means of 
that learning which has been acquired without drawing upon the paternal property ’ — 
(Bdlambhatti). 
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[943] ‘If property has been acquired by persons who have learnt the sciences 
in the family, from the Father or the Brothers, — as also the property 
acquired through valour, — has been declared by Brhaapati to be partible.’ 

The term ‘ Vidya', ‘Sciences’, stands for the Science of Weapons and the 
Science of Scriptures. — Thus what is meant is that — if a man has learnt the 
Sciences of Weapons and the Scriptures from his Father and other Agnates, — 
and hy that learning he acquires some property, — in that property his 
other Brothers also are to receive shares.* 

[Kdtydyana’s definition of Vidyddhana, ‘Gains of Learning’] — 

[944] ‘(A) What one has acquired through his learning on the occasion of 
a difficult problem being propounded for discussion, with a wager, — is 
called the Gains of Learning-, this is not divided at partition. — (B) 
What is obtained from a Pupil, or from officiating at sacrifices, or from 
the propounding of a problem, or from the solution of a difficult problem, 
or from the display of one’s knowledge, or from disputation, or from one’s 
superior scholarship, — is called Gains of Learning-, and this is not 
divided at partition. — ^This same law holds also in the case of Artists ; 


The terms 'para' and ‘any a' stand here for persons other than the members 
of the particular joint family. — The term ‘bhakta’ stands for things in general. In 
the acquisition of property by learning, the means and methods are of various 
kinds, and the property acquired would also be of various kinds. All this is im- 
partible — (Smftichandrikd, p. 636). 

The ‘Gains of Learning’ meant to be impartible are those obtained by that 
Learning which has been acquired without ffiawing upon the family -property j 
hence what has been obtained by learning acquired with the help of food, etc. 
supplied by the family is to be divided — {Vivddachandra 21.2.1-2). 

‘Anyatah’ — from persons other than those belonging to one’s own paternal and 
maternal families — (Smrtitattva II, p. 174). 

In a case where learning has been acquired with the help of the joint property, 
the Gains of Learning shall be divided; but in a case where no help has been taken 
from the joint property, the gains shaU not be divided. That is to say, when the 
property in question has been acquired by learning which has been acquired by 
the man from a stranger and while he was living on food supplied by a stranger, — 
then it may not be divided ; but if, in course of his education, the man has lived on 
food supplied by the joint family, and has learnt the sciences from his Father and 
other relatives, then the property shall be divided. The ‘Learning’, ‘Vidyd’. 
meant here is the Knowledge of Weapons and the Sciences. — Tho‘Gains of Learning ’ 
have been defined in detail by Kdtydyana bimeeif (see below Text No. 944). What 
is meant by this being ‘ impartible ’ is that it con be partitioned only if the acquirer 
wishes, not otherwise — [Vibhdgasara 7.2-3). 

‘From others’ — i.e. from persons other than the Father and the Uncle. If 
such learning has been acquired without drawing upon the patrimony, it should 
be shared with such Brothers as are superior or equal to the acquirer in that learning 
— (Ddyanirnaya 15.1—3). 

* The meaning is that in a joint family, if some members have acquired , 
learning with the help of the Father’s property, or with the help of the Father — any 
property that they may acquire through valour, etc. — i.e. by that learning, — is 
‘Gain of Learning’ and it shall be partible — {Smrtichandrika, pp. 638-639). 

Those Brothers who have acquired learning ' in the family ’ — from their Grand- 
father, Uncle and others — or from the Father himself, — among them, if there is 
any property that has been acquired through that Learning, Valour and the like, 
it should be divided among the Brothers — (Vivddaratnakara, p. 507; also Para- 
sharamddhava, p. 378). 

The ‘learning’ meant here is not that of the Sciences, but the act of Valour, 
which one displays under dangerous circumstances — {Vivddachandra 21.2-3). 

Among Brothers who have acquired learning in the family itself, etc., etc. 
{Vivddaratnakara named and reproduced) — such is the opinion of the Kalpataru 
also — {Smrtitattva II, p. 174). 
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whatever is obtained as prize in addition to the actual price of the 
manufactured article, — and also what is obtained by the assertion of 
one’s skill, — ^is called Gains of Learnings — so saj's Bhrgu.^ 

^From officiating at sacrifices'* — i.e. what is given at the ‘Appointment’ 
and after the performance (as Fee), — ^^Prashndt * — -from the man himself 
propounding of a difficult problem (of which no one is able to suggest a 
solution). — Pradhyayana ^ — superior and extensive scholarship. 

Wliat is acquired by Art- is to be treated like what is a cquir^ by learning. 
When the Vendor has sold something to a person at a small price, if the Vendee 
obtains for the article a higher price, the excess thus obtained will be bis 
exclusive property . — ^Assumption of one*s shill * — in. the words ‘I am the 
only person who knows this science’ and so forth. ♦ 


* ^ Prddhyayana ^ — superior scholarship. — {0)'Mulydd yachcJiddhikam bJiav5t ' — 
that excess ov*er the proper price which is obtained by reason of the increase in the 
number of buyers, belongs to the Artist exclusively. — ‘ V idyapralijiia ’ — the 
assertion 'I alone know this science * — {Vivddaratndharay p. 503). 

Here JCatyayano provides the dednifcion of that ‘Gains of Learning* which is 
impartible. — ^The sense is that what is other than this is the common property of ail 
undivided coparceners — {Pardshnramddhavay p. 378). 

■ Vpanyaste ' — in what is propounded as a problem. — *SIiisydP — by teaching.— 
^Artvijydt ^ — by officiating at sacrifices. — *^Pr(iahndt ' — by propounding questions, 
regarding the pro^r expiation of minor sins and so forth. — *^Sa?idigdJia prcisima- 
nirwiydl ' — by deciding the questions and cross-questions propoimdcd by plaintiffs 
and defendants. — ^ SvajildnasharksandP — exhibiting one*s learning on public occa- 
sions. — ''Vdddt * — ^by discussions, wranglings and the like. — ' PrddhyayandP — Re- 
citing by the time. — ‘ VidydinU * — by such knowledge as that pertaining to Dice, 
etc. — * Vidydpmtijnd' — by asserting one’s superior scholarship. — (C) *Shilptsu * — 
among people who make a living by the Arts also. — ^Dkarmah ^ — the same law 
holds regarding the partition of Gains of Learning . — '^lulydd yad ad,hikam * — the 
excess of wealth that is obtained as salary for carrying on teacffing work ....... 

This is what has been called 'Gains of Ltearning*, which forms one’s exclusive 
property. Thija only that property is common to all undivided coparceners which 
has been acquired with the help of the ancestral property, and which is not the 
‘Gains of Learning’ — {Smrticha»idrikd, pp. 637-638). 

■ Vpanyaste ^, — ‘If you are able to put forward a Bkadruha I pay you so much’, — 
on being thug challenged, if one answers it successfully and thus wins the wager. 
^ShisydP — from the pupil whom one has taught . — * Artvijyaiah * — from the person for 
whom one has officiated at a sacrifice; what one has obtained as the Sacrificial Fee 
and such presents, — The Sacrificial Fee is not a gijty being payment for work done.— 
Also what one has earned as a reward, by solring problems propounded in literary 
debates, even without wagers; for example, some one asserts — ‘In this debate if 
any one answers my questions I shall give him the gold’; if some one answers the 
questions and removes all doubts on the point, he obtains the gold; — or when two 
disputants have approached a person for the purpose of settling their dispute, and 
he settles it to their satisfaction and obtains his reward in the shape of the sixth 
part of the property under dispute and so forth. — Also what one obtains as a reward, 
for giving an exhibition of bis superior scholarship; so also when there is a scientific 
discussion on a subject between two persons and one of them wins and obtams a 
reward. When from among several persons one comes for^vard as having acquired 
most excellent learaing and obtains the consequent rewards, — Also what is obtained 
by painters and other artists; — and what is won at gambling. — All this is not 
l^rtible. The upshot is that by whatever learning or science one obtains property, 
that property belongs to the earner himself exclusively— (Dduafi/iooa. pp. 123-124; 
Si'firiitaiiL'a XI, p. 173). 

TJpanydsa — is the reciting of all forms of Vedic recitation, Krama, data, 
etc.— says the J\Ia<ktiiaraina, Others explain it as ‘ the propounding of difficult 
problems in an Assembly ’. — ^ Panapurvakam ’ is an Adverb modifying ‘ upaiiyaste *. — 
oMrnsnfia — Exhibition. — " Prddhyayanatri * — Superior Scholarship, — 'Shilpisvapt ' — 
^ I relating to the Gains of Learning is applicable to the case of artists als). 
— Muhjdd yad adltikam ’—by way of reward. — In all these, if there has been no 
dmwing upon ancestral property, — either in the acquiring of the learning or in 
t e acquiring of wealth by means of that learning, — then alone is such property 
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Kdtyayana — 

[945] ‘In no case shall the wealth gained by learning be given by the learned 
to the unlearned; that wealth shall be given by the learned to those 
who may be equal or superior to himself in learning.’ 

In this case, the possession of equal or superior learning is not what 
makes them the recipients of the gift of the shares in the property; as if it 
were so, it would have to be regarded as serving a transcendental purpose. 
All that is meant is the unison, pooling together, of what has been acquired 
through learning by the several coparceners.* 

Kdtyayana — {Ndrada, 13.10) — 

[046J ‘If one Brother maintains the family of another Brother who is engaged 
in acquiring learning, — the former shall receive a share in the wealth 
acquired by the latter through that learning; though he himself ma 5 ^ be 
illiterate.’ 

The law thus in brief is as follows: — ^When a man is being fed by others 
while he is being taught by others, — ^aud his family is not being supported 
by his coparceners during the time that he is learning, — if through the 
Weapons and the Sciences thus learnt he earns property, even with the help 
of the common ancestral property, — such ‘Gains of Learning’ is impartible. 

What sort of ‘Gains of Valour’ is impartible has been thus declared by 
Manu (?) — 

[947] ‘ (A) Having placed oneself in danger, when one does a daring act, in 
consequence whereof a favour is bestowed upon him by his master; 
what is obtained in this manner is Obtained by Valour . — 

[948] ‘ (B) What is Obtained in Battle has been declared to be impartible, — it 
being that wealth which one wins in battle, after having set to flight 
the armies of the enemy and endangering one’s life for the sake of one's 
master.’ f 


impartible-, it is certainly partible if there has been drawing upon the ancestral 
property — (Vyavahdramayukha, pp. 125-126). 

There are several kinds of ‘Gains of Learning’ — (1) ‘ Artvijyatah’ — by officiating 
at sacrifices; (2) ‘Prashndt’ — -by pleasing the rewarder by propounding problems; — 
(3) ‘ Ajndnashamsandt’ (v.l. for ‘ jhdnashamsandl') — by refuting ignorance; (4) 
‘ Prddhyayandt’ — by means of excellence of learning and so forth — {Bdghavdmmda 
on Manu 9.206). 

* ‘In no case’ — i.e. even if the acquirer be willing to give it — {Smrtichandrikd, 
p. 639; also Pardsharamddhava, p. 379). 

The term ‘vidyd’ (in the second line), occurring, as it does, between the terms 
‘sama’ and ‘adhika’ is related to both these terms; the sense being that shares are 
to be given to those only who are either equal or suxienor to the earner of learning, 
— not to those who may be either inferior to him, or not possessed of any learning 
at all. — ‘ Vaidyena’ — by the learned — {Ddyabhd'ja, p. 109; and SmrMaitva ll, 

To one of equal or superior learning, it is not to be given as a gift ; the meaning 
is that the gains of the two persons shall be pooled together. If a man possessed 
of little wealth has acquired much wealth by means of his learning, he shall receive 
a larger share as being the acquirer — [Vibhdgasdra, 7.2-10). 

This means that in a case where the additional property has been acquired 
through learning, without the help of the patrimony, the acquirer should give a 
share out of it to such of his coparceners as are either superior or equal to him in 
that learning. — ‘Vaidyena’ — by the learned — (Ddyanirnaya, 14.2-8). 

f This describes what sort of wealth acquired by valour is impartible — 
{Vivddaralndkara, p. 503). 

(A) defines ‘wealth acquired by valour’. — ‘Prasabha’ — force. — (B) describes 
another kind of impartible property. This latter also has been included by Yydsn 
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This same authority describes what sort of ‘Marriage -gift’, ‘Audvahika', 
is impartible, and is the exclusive property of the person concerned — 

[949] ‘Whatever has been obtained at the time of marriage, along mth the 
girl of his own caste, is the Properly obtained with the Oirl, which is pure 
and conducive to prosperity. Whatever lias come along with the Wife is 
to be known as Marriage-portion . — All wealth of this kind is conducive 
to Dharrna, Righteousness.’ * 


Section (G) — Allotment oe Shakes 
Says Manu (9.205) — 

[950] ‘If all the Brothers are unlearned, and the property has been acquired 
by their labour, — the division shall be equal; the property being regarded 
as non-ancestral.’ 

‘Labour ’ — such as Agriculture and the like.— — ^i.e. not 
imequal. — ‘ Non-ancestral’~hence not admitting of any Preferential vShare 
and such inequalities, f 


under ‘Wealth acquired by Valour’. Katydyana has mentioned it separately only 
for explaining things in greater detail. Here also what makes the property im- 
partible is the fact that it has been acquired without the help of the joint 
property — {Smrtichandrikd, pp. 639-640). 

The term ‘ vidyddhana ’ stands, not only for what has been acquired by Learning, 
but also what has been acquired in the manner described in three texts — 
(Vivddachandra 21.2-4). 

Here Katydyana makes a distinction between ' Shauryndhana' , "Gains of 
Valour’ and ‘ Dhvajdhfta’ ‘Gains of Battle’. Other writers do not make this dis- 
tinction — (Vyavahdramayukha, Kane’s Notes, p. 214). 

♦ These texts supply the definition of ‘Kanydgata ’ (Obtained with the Girl) 
and ‘ Vaivdhika’ (Marriage-portion) — {Smrtichandrikd, pp. 640-641). 

These texts describe that Marriage-portion which is not joint property — 
{V ivddaralndkara, p. 503). 

The term ‘ vaivdhikam' , ‘marriage-portion’, does not stand for only that which 
is given to the man by his Father-in-law; it has a technical significance, which is 
explained in these texts — {Vivddachandra 21.2—5, 6). 

‘ Kanydgatam’ is what has been obtained in marriage in the marmer described 
in such i-ules as — ^“That is the Arsa form of marriage in which the bride’s Father 
receives a pair of bullocks and so forth ’ — ( Tdjnavalkya 1 .59). — Here also, the property 
in question would be impartible, like ‘Gains of Learning’, only if it involved no 
drawing upon the ancestral property — {Vyavahdrainayiikha, p. 128). 

‘Bhdryayd sahdgatam’ — obtained at the time of marriage — {Ddyanirnaya, 

p. 126). 

t ‘Unlearned’ — i.e. devoted to Agriculture, Trade, Royal Service and so forth. 
In this case no attention is to be paid to the larger or smaller amount of propertj 
acquired by each of them severally. But even so, if one of them happen to acquire 
a very large property, that of course is not to be divided among others. — This text, 
in reality, is meant to be prohibitive of the Preferential Share of the eldest Brother. — 
If the difference in the properties acquired by them severally is small, then the 
division shall bo equal. — ‘The properly regarded as non-anceslraV , — this clearly 
indicates that this same rule applies also to the case of childless persons — 
{Medhdlithi). 

In case all of them are unlearned, and have acquired wealth by going about 
here and there, without any detriment to the paternal property; — if the wealth has 
been acquired by Agriculture and other means, with the help of the paternal property ; 
— then no Preferential Share is to bo given to the eldest Brother. This is the 
meaning of the property being 'regarded as noii-ancestral' — {Sarvajhandrdyana). 

If any wealth has been acquired by all the Brothers, by means of Agriculture, 
etc., then this being the self-acquired property of the Brothers, — and not ancestral 
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In continuation of the term ‘solf-acquired property’, Oautama (28.31) 
says— 

[961] ‘ The unlearned one should divide equally.’ * 

And Vashis(/ui — 

[962] ‘Among these, if any one has acquired something by himself, he should 
receive two shares in it.’ 

If from among several Brothers, any one acquires wealth with the help 
of the joint property, by means of Agriculture and other means, — he should 
receive two shares out of what he has earned and the others shall receive 
one share each. I 
And Vydsa — 

[953] ‘If any one of the Brothers, while depending upon the joint property, 
acquires, tlirough valour and such other means, any such property as 
Conveyances and Weapons,]; — ^the Brothers shall share that property; 
two shares out of it shall go to the acquirer and the remainder shall be 
divided equally among the rest.’ 

The term ‘ddi’ (‘and such other means ’) connotes kind, method i and the 
Bahuvrihi compound 'shauryddi ’ connotes methods of the same character 
as the one mentioned, — i.e. any particular method which is specially con- 
ducive to the same end; hence ‘ Learning’ also becomes included. 

The following objection may be urged: — “It has been declared before 
that whatever has been acquired through Learning, Valour and the like, 
even with the help of the joint property, is impartible; and what is said in 
the present text goes directly against that’’. 


— it shall be divided equally among them; as in what is non-ancestral, the eldest 
Brother shall not receive a Preferential Share — (KuUuka). 

If the Brothers are devoid of learning, and yet make an effort to acq-oire wealth, — 
the division of this wealth shall be equal, in all properties not-ancestral; in the case 
of the latter, the division being unequal, as there is a Preferential Share for the eldest 
Brother.— ‘Apiiri/e’ — apart from the ancestral property, in which there is Prefer- 
ential Share. — ^The sense is that those who have no learning and have made no 
effort in the acquiring of the wealth, shall have no share in the wealth — -{Rdghavd- 
nanda). 

‘ I hdtah ’ — ^by such efforts as Agriculture and the like ; when every one has worked 
according to his capacity, — every one is entitled to share in the property. — 'Apitrye 
— i.e. in the case of division not hemg made by the Father; in the case of division 
made by the Father, unequal division has been permitted — (Nandana). 

When all the Brothers are unlearned, and acquire wealth by Agriculture and 
other means, — ^in this property, which is not-aneeslral, the division shall be equal, 
and no one shaU. receive a Preferential Share by reason of his having acquired a 
larger amount than the others — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 608). 

Even when there is no ancestral property, if the unlearned Brothers have 
acquired varying amounts of wealth, the division shall be equal, and one who may 
have acquired a larger amount shall not receive a larger share — (Vivddaehandra 
21.2.9). 

'Hid' — Agriculture and other efforts. — 'Apilrye' — without the help of the 
ancestral property — {Vyavahdramayiikha, p. 128). 

'Ihd' — Agriculture, etc. — There is to be no Preferential Share, such as the 
tweniieth part and the like, — in this case — [Vibhdgasdra, 9.1—10). 

* ‘ Unlearned ’ — i.e. not possessed of any such learning as would make the acqui- 
sition such as should belong exclusively to the acquirer alone — (Vivddaratndkara, 
p. 508). 

I For notes, see under Text No. 899, where the same text has been quoted. 

% In this text as quoted above (No. 898) the reading is ‘vdhanddikam’ for 
‘ vdhandyudham ’. 
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Answer . — ^Not so, because what was said before was with reference 
to the ‘Gains of Learning’ and ‘Gains of Valour’, etc. in the technical sense 
assigned to these terms by Kdtyayana and others (Text Nos. 944, 647); 
while what is said in the present context is in reference to the effects of 
learning of kinds other than those contemplated by the technical definitions.* 


Section (H) — StbIdhana 

Before proceeding to deal with the partition of ‘ Stridhana’ (Woman’s 
Property), — we set forth the definition of ^Stridhana'. 

In regard to the detailed connotation of the term Slrldhana' , Manu 
(9.194) and Kdtyayana declare as follows: — 

[964] ‘(1) What, is given before the Fire, (2) What is given at the time of De- 
parture, (3) What is given in token of Love, (4) What is given by the Mother, 
(5) What is given by the Brother, and (6) What is given by the Father , — 
'Stridhana' has been declared to be of these six kinds.’ 

‘Six kinds ’ — What is meant is that the number is not less than six.f 
The first tliree of these have been thus defined by Kdtyayana — 


* For notes, see under Text No. 898 above. 

t (I) ‘ Adhyagni ’ — what is obtained from any person at the time of the Marriage 
— Homo-, — (2) the customary presents received at the time of going to the Husband’s 
house; — (3) what is given by the Husband at the time of dalliance, — all this is 
Stridhana ; that also is Stridhana which the Woman receives from her Mother and 
other relatives — (SarvajhanarayarM). 

(1) The term ‘adhyagni’ is an Indeclinable. — What is given to the Girl at the 
time of Marriage, near the Fire, by her Father and others is called the Adhyagni 
Stridhana, as defined by Kdtyayana, — (2) What is obtained by the Girl when she is 
being taken to the Husband’s house is called the Adhydoahanika, as defined by 
Kdtyayana. —{3) What is given by the Husband on occasions of love-making. — 
(4), (o) and (6) — Whatever is given on subsequent occasions by the Mother, Brother 
and Father. — These are the six kinds of Stridhana — (KullUka). 

(3) What is given by the Husband at the time of dalliance and on festive 
occasions — (Rdghavdnanda). 

(1) ‘Adhyagni’ is what is received by the Girl from any person, near the nuptial 
Fire. — (2) ‘ Adhydvdhana' is going from the Father's to the Husband’s house , — what 
is obtained at the time of this going is ‘ Adhydvdbanika’ . — (3) What is given by the 
Hu.9band’s parents in token of affection at the time that the Girl bows down to 
them ; — the meaning is that these six kinds of property are the Woman’s own, what- 
ever else she acquires later on belongs to her Husband — {Nandana). 

What Manu means by speaking of the ‘six kinds’ is that the number of the 
varieties cannot he less than six, it does not mean that it cannot be more. These 
have been defined by Kdtyayana — {Mitdksard, p. 843). 

‘Adhyagni ’ — what is given by any one at the time of Marriage. — -'Adhydva- 
hanika ’ — the presents that follow the Bride when she is being taken to the Bride- 
groom’s house . — Medhdtithi has described the Adhyavdhanika as what has been 
given to the Bride by her Father-in-law and others at the time of her being carried 
back to her Father’s house from the Bridegroom’s house; this also may be accepted; 
as it stands on the same footing as the preceding — ‘ Dattahehapritiiah ’ — ^what is 
given by her Father-in-law and other relations, through love aroused by her character, 
virtue and efficiency . — 'Six kinds ’ — this is added for the purpose of precluding the 
possibility of there being less, not of excluding a larger number; as we find that there 
is yet a seventh kind of Stridhana, the Adhivedanika, mentioned by Ydjhavatkya — 
{Vivddaratndkara, p. 522). 

‘ What is received from the Mother, etc., etc .’, — at any time during her life, for her 
maintenance — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 652). 

‘Adhyagni ’ — what is given by any one at the time of Marriage . — ‘ Adhydodhanika' 
— what is given at the time of the Dvirdgennana (Bride’s going to the house of the 
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[955] ‘What is given to Women at the time of Marriage, near the Fire, has 
been called by the Wise the Adhyagni Stndhana.’ 

‘Is given’ — by any one; that this is meant is shown by the absence of any 
restrictive term. 

[966] ‘Whatever is obtained by the Woman at the time that she is being 
taken away from her Father’s house has been called the Adhyavahanika 
Strldhana.' 

That is, whatever she receives from any person at the time of her Dvird- 
gamana (Gaund) is lier Adhyavahanika Stndhana. 

Again- — 

[957] ‘Whatever is given to the Woman, tlirough love, by the Father-in-law 
or Mother-in-law, at the time of her bowing down to their feet is called 
the Ldvanydrjita Sirld/iana.' 

‘Ldvanya’, ‘Charm’, stands for modesty, efficiency and such other good 
qualities. The meaning is that at the time that the Bride bows down to the 
feet of the Father-in-law and other relatives, — and she is found to be pos- 
sessed of modesty and other quahties, — ^they make presents to her, — and 
these presents constitute the third kind of Strldhana. 

The other three kinds— given by the Mother, Brother and Father, — are 
quite clear.* 

The ' Adhivedanika' is the seventh kind of Strldhana, as defined by 
Yajnavalkya (r. 148) — 

[968] ‘ To the superseded Wife, one should give an equal amount as Adhi- 
vedanika (Compensation for Supersession).’ 

When the Husband has married a second Wife, the first Wife becomes 
‘adhivinnd’, 'superseded’', at the time of this supersession, her Husbai,d 
makes a present to her (by way of Compensation); this is what is called the 
‘Adhivedanika’ Strldhana. f 


Bridegroom), — also known as Yautuka, Dowry. — ‘ PrUidatta’ — what is given to the 
Bride by her Father-in-law and others at the time of her bowing to them, — which 
is also known as the ‘ Pddavandanika’. — ‘What is given by the Mother, etc., etc .’ — 
in all this there is no restriction as to time. Thus there are six kinds of Strldhana — 
(Vibhagasdra, 9.2—4). 

* ‘Near the Fire’ — this stands for the whole time of Marriage, from the Nandi- 
shraddha down to the final obeisance to the Bridegroom. What is got during all 
this time is called ' Adhyagnika’ . This is also called ‘ Yautuka’ (Dowry) — so called 
because it is given at Marriage which brings about an intermingling of the bodies 
of the Bride and the Bridegroom— (Davonirroji/o 10.2-9). 

•t In a case where a Wife has become superseded by her Husband marrying a 
second Wife, she shall receive the same amount that has been spent over the second 
marriage; if the superseded Wife has had no other Stndhana given to her;— in case 
other Stridhana had been given, she shall receive half of the said amount. This 
applies to those cases of supersession where there have been no circumstances 

justifymg the supersession— (FisAraJ-«po). . . 

When the Husband marries another Wife while his former M ife is still livmg^ thm 
latter is said to be ‘superseded’; such a superseded Wife shall receive as Adhi- 
vedan&a' — compensation for supersession — an amount equal to what may have 
been given to the newly -married Wife. — This compensation shall be given omy in 
cases where no Strldhana has been previously given ; if Stridhana has been previously 
given then she is to be given, — on account of compensation, that amount which 
woiUd make her Stridhana equal to what has been given to the newly -wedded 

A Wde is called ‘ superseded ’ when her Husbond takes another Wife; she is to 
receive as Adhivedanika— comyonaation for supersession— an ‘equal amount’,— 
the amount spent over the new marriage.— This is to be given only m ease the 
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Vianu (17.18), however, says as follows: — 

[959] ‘What has been given hy the (1) Father, (2) Mother, (3) Friends, and 
(4) Brothers, — (5) what has been received in the presence of Fire, — (6) 
what is received on Supersession, — (7) the Fee (Shulka), — and (8) the 
subsequent Presents (Anvadheya ), — [these constitute the Siridhana}. 

Of these, the first six have been already defined. As regards the ‘Fee’ 
(Shulka), says Kdiydyana — 

[960] ‘What is obtained for the work of looking after the Household, the 
Furniture, the draught Cattle, the milch Cattle, and Ornaments — has 
been called the Fee (Shulka).’ 

That is, what the Wife obtains from the Master of the House, in con- 
nection with the working of the Household, the Furniture and other things 
is called the ‘iSAMlfca’ (Fee).* 

Again — 

[961] ‘^^^lateve^ is obtained by the Woman, after her marriage, from her 
Husband’s family or from the family of her relatives is called Anvddheya 
Stridhana.’ 

Thus there are ten kinds of Stridhana,'^ 


superseded Wife has not received her Stridhana previously, either from her Father-in- 
law or Husband. In ease she has received it, she is to receive half of the said 
amount; — i.e. that which, along with the Stridhana previously given, would make 
up the amount spent over the new marriage — (Mitaksard). 

If she has previously received her Stridharta, she shall receive only half of what 
has been given to the new wife — (ViTomitrodaya-Tiha on Yajfiavalkya). 

She is called ‘ superseded ’ over whose head the second marriage has taken place 
— [Vivddaratnakara, p, 523; Vivddaehandra 23.1-8). 

The Wife is ‘superseded’ over whose head the Husband has married again: 
to such a Wife shall be given, on account of her supersession, ornaments and other 
things, equal to what has been given to the second Wife, with the condition — ‘if 
no Str^hana has been given to her ’. 

' Adhivedanika' is what is given to the first Wife at the time of marrying the 
second Wife — {Viramitrodaya, p. 690; also Vibhdgasdra 9.2-9). 

This text is cited in support of the view that if the Wife has had her Stridhana, 
she shall be given only half the share given to a Son — (Smrlitattva II, p. 166). 

Though the Text speaks of the ‘superseded’ Woman only, — yet it applies to 
all those Women who have received no Stridhana — so say the Ddyabhdga and others 
— (Ddyanirnaya 18.2-10). 

* As this text stands in the original of Visnu-Smrti, the term ‘Shulka’ appears 
to stand, as usual, for the Nuptial Fee (see Jolly — Sacred Books of the East, p. 89). 
But the Chintdmani and the Vivddaraindkara (p. 625) both take the term in an 
entirely unusual sense; the latter remarks — ‘The Shulka is the money that is given 
to the Woman by the servants of the House, by way of bribe for keeping them in 
the good graces of the Master ’, This again is different from the explanation of the 
Chintdmani above. 

■j^Six kinds have been defined by Manu under Text 954 above,— the seventh, 
the Adhivedanika, has been defined by Yajhavalkya in Text No. 958 above; — 
eighth is the Shulka, defined in Text 960, — and the ninth is the Anvddheya, which, 
it seems, has been counted as two — (1) what is obtained from the Husband’s 
family, and (2) what is obtained from the family of her relatives. 

‘This has been held to be Stridhana’ — this has to be supplied in the Text 
(Mitdksard, p. 845). 

‘After marriage’ — This brings out the significance of the name ‘Anvddheya ’- — 
‘ what is obtained (ddheya) ’ ‘after the marriage {anu) ’ — [SmTtichandrikd, p. 660). 

The term ‘bandhu’ stands for the Father and Mother. Thus the meaning i.s 
that whatever is obtained after her marriage from her paternal and maternal 
relatives, and from her Husband and the Husband’s relatives, is called ‘ Anvddheya ’ 
— (Ddycd>hdga, pp. 71-72). 
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All these (tea kinds of Siridhana) constitute the ‘Savddyika Property’ 
(Dowry) of Women; as has been explained by Katyayana in the following 
text — 

[962] ‘Wliatever is obtained by the married or unmarried girl, at her Hus- 
band’s or her Father’s house, or from her Brother or her Parents, — ^has 
been declared to be her Saudayika (Dowry).’ 

The term ‘Husband’s’ also has to be construed with ‘at the house’. 
— 'Sdrdham' is a wrong reading. — 'Prom the Brother' — is only by way of an 
illustration (standing for relatives in general). — Hence what is meant is that 
what the Girl, married or unmarried, obtains from the Father or the Father’s 
family, is aU her 'Saudayika' (Dowry). All that has been said in explanation 
of this is only an amphfioation of this principle.* 

As regards the using of tliis Saudayika (Dotvry or Stridhana), the same 
authority {Katyayana) declares as follows: — 

[963] ‘(A) After having obtained the Saudayika property. Women are free 
to do what they like with it; since it has been given to them through 
kindness, as a means of livelihood.’ 

[964] ‘ (B) In regard to the Saudayika property. Women have been declared 
to be free to do what they like, — to sell it or give it away; — even so with 
regard to immoveable property.’ 

What is meant is that in the matter of whatever she has obtained from 
the family of her origin, — even of immoveable property, — the Woman is free 
to give away or otherwise dispose of. f 


Thus there are ten kinds of SMdhana ; all this is what constitutes the 'Saudayika ’ 
of Women; which is defined by Katyayana (Text No. 961). 

• 'Saudayika Property’ thus is synonymous with 'Stridhana'. The meaning is 
that what is obtained by the Girl at her Father’s place or elsewhere, from her 
Brother or Parents, is called 'Saudayika' •, — the term being derived from 'Suddya' 
— (BSlambhatti on Mitdkmrd, p. 844). 

The construction is 'patyuh gfhe — piluh gj-he ' — ‘at her Husband’s house and at 
her Father’s house’. — ‘from her Brothers or Parents'-, — ^this is only by way of illustra- 
tion; what is meant is that whatever a Girl obtains, either before or after her 
marriage, at her Father’s or her Husband’s house, from her Brother or Father or 
other relatives, is her Saudayika property — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 610). 

This sums up in brief the definition of 'Saudayika', as anything that a 
Woman has received, before and after marriage, from her Father’s and Husband’s 
family— ( FiSAdposom 10.1-1). 

f 'Anfshamsya' — freedom from harshness; in order to save her from harsh 
treatment, her Father or other relatives have provided for her maintenance. — 
Thus in regard to Saudayika property, including immoveable property. Women 
are free to do what they like — (V ivddaratrhdkara, pp. 510-512). 

In regard to her Saudayika property, the Woman is free to do what she likes, — 
dining her Husband’s life-time as well as after his death — (Smrlichandrika, p. 664). 

Of the Saudayika immoveable property, a Woman may mtike what use ^e likes 
— {Ddyabhdga, p. 76). 

‘ Saudayika ' is what has been obtained from one’s Sudayas — i.e. the Father, the 
Mother and the Husband’s relatives. — 'As she likes' — i.e. for pious purposes — 
{Smrlitattva, II, pp. 184 and 190). 

These texts declare the Woman’s freedom to do what she likes in regard to 
some kinds of property— (FyaeoAdramayiifcAo, p. 155). 

In regard to her Saudayika property, the Woman is free to do what she likes — 
{Vivadachandra 22.1-2). 

From all these texts of Katyayana, it is clear that in regard to immoveable 
property also, the Woman is free to give or sell it; but in regard to what she has 
received from her Husband, she has this freedom only in regard to moveable property, 
it does not extend to immoveable property — [Vibhdgasdra 10.1-1). 

15 




226 


VIViDACHTNTiMANI 


In regard to the Sauddyika property, says Apastamba — 

[965] ‘The Ornaments are the Wife’s; also the family-property, according to 
some.’ 

‘The Wife’s’ — ‘property’ is understood. — ‘Family-property ’ — that is, all 
that was obtained at marriage and other occasions from the Father’s or the 
Husband’s family.* 

With reference to ‘Ornaments’, say Manu (9.200) and Visnu — 

[966] ‘The Heirs shall not take the Ornament that may have been worn by 
a Woman during her Husband’s life-time; they become degraded if 
they do take it.’ 

Even though the Ornament may not have been given to her by her 
Husband, if she has worn it wdth his permission, it becomes, by that mere 
fact of wearing, her property; — so says Medhdtithi. 

In regard to this, as to other moveable and immoveable property, the 
Woman is free to give away or sell, — according to the text of Kalyayana 
quoted above. f 


* ‘ Jridli-dhanam’ — such portion of the property as may have been given to 
her as the marriage -portion—] Ftradorai»iai:aro, p. 509). 

t During the Husband’s life-time, whatever Ornament may have been worn by 
the Woman, — or what may have been given to her for her sidornment, — this the 
Sons shall not take while she is alive; after her death, of course, they divide it among 
themselves — {Sarvajhandrayana). 

If an Ornament has been worn by the Wives loved by the Father during his 
life-time, the Sons shall not take it when they are dividing the Father’s property 
among themselves — {Kulluha). 

If something has been given to a Woman by her Husband for the purpose of 
adornment, if her Brothors-in-Iaw or others take it from her they incur sin — 
( Rdghavananda). 

Inasmuch as ‘Ornaments’ have not been specifically mentioned among 
‘ Siridliana’ , — there might be an idea that as forming part of the Father’s property, 
they should go to the Sons; this text serves to preclude that idea^ — [Nandana). 

‘Ddyada ’ — Sons ;—‘tam ’ — Ornament : — ‘le’ — the Sons — {Bdmachandra). 

This refers to Ornaments that have been worn constantly — {Apardrka). 

Ornaments should remain with those by whom they have been worn; those 
that have not been worn shall be divided. ‘Women’ hav'e been mentioned only ijy 
way of illustration, — what is asserted is not restricted to Women only — {Mitdksaru. 
p. 639). 

The Prakdsha says that, according to Medhdtithi, even though the Ornament 
may not have been actually given to her, if she has worn it with her Husband’s 
permission, it should not be taken away from her by the coparceners — ( Vivada- 
raindkara, p. 609). 

‘ Worn’ — i.e. in which the exclusive ownership of the Woman has been produced 
by the fact of its havmg been a ‘loving gift’ — {Madanapdrijdta, p. 686). 

As regards the Ornaments of the Women, even though they may have been 
made out of the common property, they shall not be divided — (V wddachandni 
21.2-8). 

‘Worn’ — constantly; if the Ornament has been worn by her constant^, it shows 
that there is no trick or fraud in it, and hence it becomes certain that the thing 
is the Woman’s own Stridhana. — ‘Ddydddh’ — Daughters and other heirs — (Smrli- 
chandrikd, p. 559). 

‘Dhftah’ — given by her Husband and others and worn by her — (Vyavahdia- 
mayukha, p. 156). 

‘Worn’ — with her Husband’s permission — (Vibhdgasdra, 10.1-4). 

The opinion of Miahra { Vdchaspati ?) is not favoured by the followers oi 
Ddyabhdga — (Ddyanirnaya 21.1—7). 

15B 
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Ndrada — 

[967] ‘What has been given to the Woman by her Husband, through love, — 
she may, even on his death, enjoy it as she likes, or give it away, — with 
the exception of immoveable property.’ 

Thus the conclusion is that in regard to the moveable property given 
to her by her Husband, the rights of the Woman are absolute, — but not so 
over the immoveable property. 

This is the settled rule regarding the Saitddyika property (Stndhana) 
of Women.* 

On this point, says Kdtydyana — 

[968] ‘(A) On the death of her Husband, the sonles.s Widow can use her 
Husband’s property as she likes; faithful to her Husband’s bed, she shall 
dwell with her elders and enjoy the property quietly till her death; after 
that the heirs shall receive it. During his life-time, she shall take care of 
the property. — Otherwise (i.e. in case he has left no property), she 
shall pass her days among his family.’ 

'Bhartr-ddya ’ is Husband’s property. It i.s of two kinds — (a) that which, 
on the Husband's death, devolves upon the Woman, on account of there 
being no other heirs to receive it, and (b) that which, during the Husband’s 
life-time, has come into the Woman’s possessions through his acquiescence. — In 
regard to the former (a), it is said that — ‘On theHusbarid’s death, the Wmtxan can 
use it as she likes' — ^This, however, refers to property other than immoveable ; 
in regard to immoveable property, the declaration is that — ‘she shall 
enjoy the property quietly till her death, after which the heirs shall receive 
it.' — ‘Quietly’ — economically, not spending too much. — ^The sentence — 
— ‘thesonless Widow faithful to her Husband's bed, etc.’ sets forth a qualification 
which justifies her accession to the property. — ^In regard to the second kind 
of property (6) (which has come to her, during the Husband’s life-time, 
through his acquiescence and permission), it is declared that — 'during his life- 
time she shall take care of this property’ . — ‘Otherwise' — i.e. in case the Husband 
has left no property at all, the Widow shall pass her days among her Husband’s 
famil 5 ^— Such is the meaning (of the fom’ linos of Kdtydyana' s text), f 


♦ The Woman is free to do what she likes in regard to what she has got frojn 
her Husband in token of love; but not in regard to immoveable property— 
{Vivadachandra 22,1-4). 

What is meant is that, even on the death of her Husband, the Wife is not free 
to do what she likes with the immoveable property given to her by her Husband. — 
The word ‘yathdkdman’ connotes freedom to do what one likes. — ^Thus the con- 
clusion is that in regard to her Sauddyika property, as also to the loving gifts apart 
from immoveable property, the Woman is free to do what she likes, — while in all 
other cases, even in the matter of her Slridhana property, she is not so free — 
(Smrtichandrikd, p. 56). 

The addition of the qualification ‘given by her Husband’ implies that m regard 
to immoveable property, other than that given by her Husband, she is free to 
give it away — {Ddyabhdga, p. 77; Smrlitatlva, II, p. 184). 

What is meant is that in regard to the immoveable property given by her 
Husband, aU that the Woman is entitled to is to reside (in the house) and enjoy 
it in other ways, not to sell it or give it away or dispose of it in any other 
way — (Viramitrodaya.p. 691). 

In regard to immoveable property given to her by her Husband, the Woman is 
not free to do what she likes — {V yavahdramayukha, p. 155). 

f All the digests which explam the words of the two verses have taken them in 
the above manner; and it is beyond doubt that in the above interpretation, the 
explanation of the sentence 'Ksapayet latkulenyathd’ is forced. The simple 
meaning of the lines is as follows: — ‘(o) On the Husband’s death, the Woman shall 
use the Husband’s property as she likes; — (6) during his life-time she shall take 
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Thus then, in regard to the immoveable property of her Husband, even 
when it has become transferred to the Wife, — she does not have the right to 
give away or otherwise dispose of that property; that tliis is also meant by 
the texts follows from the fact that information on this point is wanted just 
as much as on those expressly stated. If this were not meant then the need 
of information in regard to the laws on this point would remain rmfulfllled. 

This same argument also disposes of the objection that has been raised 
regarding the incompatibility of these texts being introduced in the context 
dealing with the Savdayika property: because the ‘need of information’ 
is always more potent than mere ‘Context’. The fact of the matter is that 
— just as, in accordance with these texts. Women have no right to give away 
or otherwise dispose of the immoveable property given to them by their 
Husbands, so also they have no right to sell or give away the Husband’s 
immoveable property that has come into her possession (on his death). 

Such is the opinion of the Prakdsha and the Ratndkara also. 

Tills same law applies also to the case where her Husband’s property 
has devolved upon the Woman, through the Son and other heirs of her 
Husband; because here also the said information is needed and it has 
nowhere been asserted that the said law appUes only in those cases where 
the property has come to the Woman directly from her Husband.’* 


care of the property, or spend it over his family, — (c) the sonless Widow, faithful 
to the Husband’s bed and living with her elders, shall enjoy the property quietly 
till her death, after which the heirs shall receive it ’. — The commentators had recourse 
to the complicated interpretation because they felt compelled to thrust upon these 
texts the distinction between ‘moveable’ and ‘immoveable’ property. 

* (A) In regard to what has been given to the Woman by her Husband, her 
freedom lies with property other chan immoveable. The ‘Husband’s property’ 
comiug to the Wife may be of two kinds — (1) that in which the Wife’s ownership 
has been created on the Husband’s death by reason of there being no other person 
entitled to inherit it; and (2) that in which her ownership is there during the 
Husband’s life-time by virtue of her relationship to him. — In regard to (1), the 
Wife is entitled to do what she likes with all but the immoveable property; while 

in regard to (2) it is added— ‘she should take care of the property’ i.e. in 

obedience to his wishes. — Such is the explanation according to the Prakdsha', 
according to Haldyudha and Pdrijdta however, the term 'bharlrddya' stands for 
ihe Stndhana property given by the Husband. — The former is the correct view — 
(V ivddaratndkara, p. 612). — (B) In regard to the immoveable property, it is said 
that she shall enjoy it till her death, after which the coparceners shall obtain it 
{ibid., p. 611). 

(A) 'Bharlrddya' is what has been given to her by her Husband; in regard 
to this, she is free to do what she likes, only after her Husband’s death; during 
his life-time, she is to take care of it, — i.e. use it only with his permission— 
{Hmrlichandrikd, pp. 654-655). — (B) 'Ksdntd' — bearing with all the obstacles that 
her coparceners place in the way of her making use of the property. — This refers to 
cases where the Husband having been undivided from his coparceners, her Father-in- 
law and others happen to be either unable to protect and maintain her, or engaged 
in other kinds of business, and the Widow has therefore taken by herself the 
undivided property for the purpose of maintaining herself — (ibid., p. 677). 

(A) What is meant is that when her Husband is dead, the Widow can freely 
make use of the property given to her by her Husband; but during his life-time, 
she shall take care of it; i.e. she shall not be too liberal with it — (Ddyabhdga, 
p. 74). — (B) The Husband’s immoveable property the Widow shall only enjoy, 
she cannot give it away — (ibid., 22.1-7). 

'As she likes' — i.e. for pious purposes — (Smrtitatlva, II, p. 190). 

(A) When her Husband’s property passes into her possession, bn his death, 
the Widow may make what use of it she likes. But she shall only enjoy it as she 
likes, she shall not spend it in improper ways — (Vivddachandra 22.1-2—4). 

(B) Living in the Husband’s house, with her elders — Father-in-law and the 
rest — the Widow shall enjoy her Husband’s property, but she shall not be free to 
give it away, pledge or sell it. After her death, the property shall go to her Daughter 
and uthers entitled to inherit the property; it shall not go to the Agnates; the claims 
of these latter being lower than those of the Daughter and others, on account 
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Reverting to the subject-matter of the context (i.e. Stridhana) — Demla 
says — ■ 

[969] ‘Property given for Maintenance, Ornaments, Fee and Gifts, — these 
should bo SlrldJutita ; the Woman herself shall enjoy this, and her Husband 
shall not be entitled to it, except in abnormal times of distress.’ 

‘ FrHi’— property given for maintenance. — ‘Abharana' — Ornaments. — 
'Shulka' — what is given to the Girl by one seeking to marry her; i.e. the 
Nuptial Fee. — ‘Lahha' — gifts obtained from relatives. — -All this is 'Stri- 
dhana'.* 

He continues — 

[970] ‘If the Husband spends it in improper gifts or makes other use of it, 
he should repay it to the Wife, with interest ; but for the Son’s troubles, 
he can make use of the Stridhana property.’ 

That is, without the Wife's consent, he should not spend the said property 
in frivolous gifts or make use of it; but both these — gift and use — have to 
be made for the purpose of relieving the Sons of their troubles. | 


of havmg been interrupted by the intervention of the Widow — (Ddyabhdga, 
pp. 171-172). 

(A) During the Husband’s fife-time, she shall ‘take care’ of the property, as 
she has no absolute right over it — (Vibhdgaaara 10.1-5), — (B) On the Husband’s 
death, with the exception of the immoveable property, the rest of it she shall 
enjoy as long as she lives, and on her death, the property goes to the coparceners. 
If there is no property, she should pass her days in the Husband’s family. — In 
regard to immoveable property, the Woman has no right to give or sell it. Hence 
there is no conflict between the texts of Ndrada and Kdtydyana. Thus in regard 
to the immoveable property that has come to the Woman from her Husband, she 
has no right to give or sell it; but over such immoveable property as forms part of 
her 'Savddyika Property’, she has perfect right to do what she likes. — This refers to 
the Husband’s property which has passed on to the Women, either directly or through 
her Son. But she is entirely free to do what she likes in regard to such immoveable 
property as she may have acquired herself by her own elibrts, either during the 
Husband’s life-time or after his death. Because the general principle is that one is 
free to do what one likes in regard to what he has himself acquired. Nor is there 
any text that denies such freedom. — It is on the same principle that when the 
Wife has offered the funeral cake to her Husband, and thereby acquired his immove- 
able property, she is regarded, in practice, to be free to do what she likes with it. 
This same reason lends strength to the custom that the Appointed Son of the 
wealthy Woman succeeds to the said immoveable property — {Vibhdgasdra 10.2-2). 

(B) This refers to cases where the Wife inherits the Husband’s property. — 
‘Faithful, etc.’ — i.e. not having recourse to any other man; — ‘living with 

in her Husband’s family; — ‘quietly' — i.e. not spending much, nor disposing of it 
by gift or sale or mortgage. — ‘Heirs’ — the Daughter and the rest — [Ddyanirnaya 
6.2-4). 

V ivddaratndkara (p. 512) supplies exactly the same explanations as the above. 

The Woman’s maintenance property also is her Stridhana, with which she is 
free to do what she likes — [Vivddachandra 22.1-10). 

‘ Vrtti’ is property given by the Father for her maintenance; — ‘Ldbha’ is what 
is earned; i.e. what she receives in connection with the fasts and observances that 
she keeps for propitiating the goddess Pdrvati is also her Stridhana. The term 
‘ Svayameva ' — ‘herself’ — serves to exclude her children ; the exclusion of the Husband 
being separately emphasised in the next sentence — ‘ the Husband is not entitled ’ ; 
of course, with the exclusion of the Husband, the Brother and other remoter relations 
become naturally excluded — {Smrlichandrikd, p. 657). 

‘ Vrtti ' is what is given by the Father and others for iier maintenance; — ‘Ldbha' 
— what is obtained from somewhere for the piu'poso of propitiating the goddess 
Qaurl — (Vlramitrodaya, p. 693). 

‘ Vrtti' — property given to her by her Father and others for her maintenance; — 
‘Ldbha' — interest earned. 

f'Bhoga' — enjoyment of Woman, foods and drinks, etc. — ^For the curing ol 
the Son's troubles one may make use of the Sttldhaiia — {Apardrka), 
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With the Wife’s consent, however, the said property may be used by the 
Husband even in normal times; — as declared by the same authority in the 
following text — 

[971] ‘If he makes use of the property with her consent and in a loving 
manner, — then he should be made to repay the Principal only, when he 
comes by property of his own.’ 

[972] ‘ On coming to know that the Husband is ill, or in trouble, or harassed 
by creditors,— if the Wife has spent money through love, — ^he should 
repay it of his own accoid’ — (Kdlydyana). 

On finding her Husband or others to be ill or involved in other troubles, 
if the Woman has spent out of her property, — that should be repaid by the 
Husband or others of their own accord. 

Ydjhavalkya (2.148) — 

[973] ‘During Famines, for the performance of pious acts, during disabling 
illness, — ^if the Husband has made use of the Stridhana, he need not 
repay it to her.’ 

‘ Pratirodhake’ quaUfies ‘vyadhau’, — i.e. during such illness as disables 
the man from performing pious acts. — Wliat is meant thus is that if the 
Husband has made use of tlie Stndftana, when he was unable to perform, 
in any other way, the obligatory pious duties, — ^then he should not be made 
to pay it against his wish.f 


If one obtams money from his Wife on the pretext of some urgent business, but 
spends it in making frivolous gifts and enjoyment, he should refund it to her, 
along with interest. For the curing of the troubles of the Son however, he may 
spend the Strldhana even without the Wife’s consent — ( Vivadaratndkara, pp. 612-613). 

For the purpose of the treatment of the Son’s diseases, the Siridhana may be 
used even without the Woman’s consent — {Vivadaehandra 22.1-10). 

' Vrllid ’ — without necessity, i.e. in normal times. What is stated here refers 
to oases where the expenditure has been incurred without the Woman’s consent, 
but without compulsion or use of force of any kind; as the only retribution men- 
tioned is repaying with interest, without any penalties. — The sentence, ‘The Husband 
is not entitled except in times of distress ’ implies that even in times of distress, it 
is the Husband alone, and no one else, that is entitled to spend. It is to this end 
that we have the fourth line where ‘Husband’ is the Nominative understood after 
‘arhati’. — The term 'Son’ — stands for any member of the family. — ‘Arti’ stands for 
such trouble as cannot be got over without the expenditure of money. For the 
removal of such troubles and in times of distress, the Husband may spend the 
Stridhana property, even without the Wife’s consent — [Smrtichandrikd, p. 667). 

The Husband is forbidden to use it in making frivolous gifts or to spend it. 
But even the giving and the expenditure may be done for curing the fils of the Sons 
— {Vibhdgasdra 10.2-8). 

* With her consent, he can use the property, even in normal times; and if he 
has^the means to repay it, he should repay the Principal only— -{Vibhdgasara 

f The implication of this text is that, if persons other than the Husband — • 
such as the Brother and the like — were to take the property, even in times of distress, 
- — such as Famine and the like, — he would have to make it good. — When a debtor 
is held up and told not to move without paying off the debt, it is called ‘ Samprati- 
rodkaka’ , ‘Distraint’; according to others, it means the time when the city is under 
siege — (Viahvarupa). 

' Durbhiksa’ — scarcity of food-grains. — ' Dharmakdrya’ — such religious acts as 
are obligatory, not those that are voluntary. — 'Vyddhi' — is painful and prolonged 
illne^; if the property is used for the treatment of such disease. — ' Sampratirodha’ 
is being kept in chains and the like. — On these occasions, if he has no means of his 
own, the Husband may use his Wife’s money and free himself from these calamities. 
And if he is not possessed of the means of repaying it, he need not repay it to her. — 
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The exception to the above has been stated by Kdiydyana in the following 
texts — 

[974] ‘If the man has two Wives, and does not approach the one concerned, 
then he should be compelled to repay what he had taken, even though 
it may have been given to him through love.* 


This refers to cases where the man is faced with the difficulty of not being able 
to raise a loan — {Apardrka). 

^ Durhkikse''—d.uim^ a Famine, for supporting the family; — for the purpose of 
performing such religious acts as must be performed; — during illness; when he has 
been taken prisoner; — if on these occasions, the Husband, who has no other means, 
use his Wife’s money, he need not repay it. He must repay it if he uses it on any 
occasion other than these. — No other relative of hers except the Husband shall 
use the Strldhana during the Woman’s life-time; because for such appropriation, 
penalties have been prescribed in several texts — {Mitdksard). 

* Sampraiirodhake^ — when he has been made a prisoner. — The particle ‘c^a* 
implies the condition that the Husband has no means of his Oivn^ which goes with 
every one of the circumstances mentioned — {Viramitrodaya-tlhd on Ydjnavalkya). 

^ Pious aci’ — such as must be done. — Illness' — such as to interfere with the 
man’s carrying on his business. — For the cure of such ills, if the Husband has made 
use of his Wife’s money, he need not repay it — {Vivadaratnakara, pp. 613-614). 

'Pious act' — such as must be done. — ' Sampratirodhake* qualifying ^vyddhau* 
— an illness which, if not cured, would make the man unable to carry on his business 
— (Vivddachandra 22.2-4). 

'Pious acts' — obligatory, occasional and voluntary, — as also in some cases, 
tliat which is performed for the allaying of evil. — ' Sampratirodhake ' — the distraint 
under which one has been put by his creditor and from which ho cannot free himself 
without paying off the debt . — 'Makes use of his Wife's money ' — on account of there 
being no other way out of the difficulty. — 'The Husband ' — who is poor and unable 
to repay the money ; the implication is that, if possible, the money should be repaid — 
{Smrtichandrikd, p. 658). 

'Pious act' — as must be done. — ' Sampratirodhake' — m cases of arrest, 
imprisonment and the like. — Under these circumstances, if the Husband has no 
other means, he may spend his Wife’s money, and he need not repay it ; that is, there 
is no rule making repayment compulsory. If he uses it under any other circum- 
stances, he must repay it — {Madanapdrijdta^ p. 670). 

'Sampratirodhake' — In cases of arrest, etc. — If the Husband has no means of 
his own, he may make use of the Wife’s money, which he need not repay. Under 
other circumstances, he must repay it — {Pardshararnddluivaf p. 376). 

If during Famines and such other circumstances, the Husband is unable to live 
without drawing upon his Wife’s property, he may take it; but not in any other 
case — {Ddyabhdga, p. 77). 

'Pious acts' — i.e. the obligatory and occasional ones. ‘‘Sampratirodhake — 
when punished by the King with imprisonment. — Vdchaspatif however, has taken 
this term as qualifying ‘ Vyddhau'^ ‘illness’, and explained it to mean ‘disabling’ — 
(Ffmmi^rodaya, p. 694). 

' Sampratirodhake' when put by the creditor or others under such distraint 
as interferes with his meals — (SmrtitaUva, II, p. 185). 

The mention of the ‘Husband’ implies that the Strldhana shall not be used 
by others even in times of distress, — such as Famine and the like. — 'Pious acts ' — 
the obligatory ones. — 'Sampratirodhake — in case of imprisonment — (F^avct/idra- 
7nayukha, p. 156). 

'Sampratirodhake — is an adjective qualifying ‘ Vyddhau' — ‘disabling illness — 
The exception, to this follows in the next text (No. 974) — {Vibhagasdraj 11.1-2). 

'Sampratirodhake ' — when a creditor has put the Husband under distraint, by 
not allowing him to take his food and so forth — {Pdyanirnaya 5.2-2). 

* If the man, having used the Wife’s money, marries another Wife and disregards 
the former Wife, — he should be compelled by the King to repay the money — 
[Ddyahhdgat p. 78 ; also Viramitrodayay p. 692), 

' Hvibhdryah'—i^iQ supplies the reason for his not loving the former Wife. 
Should he discontinue to visit her even during her ‘periods’, he should be compelled 
to surrender to her what she may have given him, even through her love for him — 
{Vibhdgasdra 1.1-2). 
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[975] ‘In a case where the Woman is deprived of food, clothing and residence, 
she may take away her own share in the property, from the coparceners. 
— ^Having obtained her money, she should live in her Husband’s house ; 
if aflSicted with disease, she should, on the approach of death, go to 
her relatives; — such is the opinion of Likhila.* 

[976] ‘One addicted to evil ways, or immodest, or prone to waste wealth, 
or imchaste, — does not deserve to have any Slridhana. 

[977] ‘The Strldhana that had been promised to her by her Husband should 
be given to her by the Sons in the same way as the Father’s debts, — • 
if she continues to stay in the Husband’s home and does not go away to 
live in her Father’s house.’ f 

‘Bhajate, etc., etc.’ — ^That is, if the Husband does not meet her even 
during her courses; — or if he does not provide her with food and clothing, — 
then, even though she may have given him the money to relieve him of his 
illness and other troubles, he should be compelled to repay it. 

‘Prdpte, etc., etc.’ — ^That is, when the money advanced has been re- 
covered by the Woman, she should continue to live in the Husband’s house, 
and should not go away to her Father’s house. 

‘Apakdra, etc., etc.’ — ^That is, if the Woman is of such character, then 
even her Strldhana should be taken away from her by ber relatives. 

‘ Bhartrd, etc., etc. ’ — ^This is easUy imderstood. 


Section (I) — Pabtition or SteIdhana 
On this subject, says Manu (9.192 and 193) — 

[978] ‘When the Mother has died, all the uterine Brothers and uterine 
Sisters shall divide the Mother’s property equally.’J 

[979] ‘If there are Daughters of those Daughters, — to those also sometliing 
shall be lovingly given proportionately, out of the property of their 
maternal Grandmother.’ 


♦ If a Wife does not receive food and clothing, she must be repaid what she 
may have given in token of love — (Vivddachandra 22.2-3 to 6). 

If the Husband does not provide food and clothing, — -these also the Wife shall 
extract from him by force — (Ddyabhdga, p. 78). 

If the Husband fails to provide her with food, clothing and residence, the Wife 
shall take all these by force, — or money enough to supply her with these. — But 
only if she herself is free from defects and faults — {Viramitrodaya, p. 692). 

If the Husband does not supply her with food and clothing, she shall take 
from him even what she may have given to him for meeting the expenses of his 
treatment during illness, etc., etc. — (V ibhagasara 1.1-2). 

Having obtained her property, she shall live in her Husband’s house; when 
afflicted with serious illness, she shall go to the house of her Husband’s relations — 
(Vivadaratnakara, p. .514). 

t The term ‘Sons’ includes the Qrandsons also. This implies that over the 
Strldhana property of the Mother, the Sons have no right; so that the Strldhana 
cannot be divided during the Mother’s life-time — (Smrlictiaridrikd, p. 659). 

'Promised' — to the Wife — {VyavaharamayukfM, p. 166). 

If the Father had promised that such and such a thing shall be given to her, 
then that must be given — (Vibhdgasdra 11.1-9). 

If the Father had promised some Strldhana to his Wife, but died without fulfilling 
the promise, — the Sons should make good that promise — (Ddyanirnaya 21.1-3). 

[ [This text has been quoted and commented upon above as Text No. .569.] 
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'Equally' — i.e. without any unequal (preferential) shares. — 'Sana- 
hha/yah' — ^uterine.* Of the Sisters, only the unmarried ones receive equal 
shares, as declared in the following text of Brhaspati. 

Brhaspati (25.87) — 

[980] ‘The Strldhana goes to the children; the Daughter also is entitled to 
share it, if she is not married; if she is married, she receives only an 
honorific present.’ 

'Apatydndm', ‘children’, — i.e. the Sons. — ‘ Tadarhshinl’ , ‘entitled to 
share it’; — as no particular part is definitely as.serted, it follows that she 
shares the property equally. — ' Samudhd' — i.e. married . — ' Mdnamdtrakam ’ . — 
some present, in proportion to the property.]" 


* If the married Daughters have died, the "honorific trifle’ that should have 
been given to them should be given to their Daughters, by their maternal Uncles. 
— ' Pntipuroalcam' — of their own free will — {SarvajAanardyana). 

If there are unmarried Daughters of the Daughters, they should bo given 
something out of the property of the maternal Grandmother; — 'lovingly' — i.e. in a 
manner in which they may feel honoured — (KuUuka) . 

‘ Prlti/puroakam’ — i.e. it is for pleasing them; there is no compulsion — 
(Baghavananda). 

‘ Priiipurvakain' — indicates that it must bo given — {Nandana). 

The Daughter’s Daughters should be given the share that they deserve — 
(Bdmaclkandra). 

If the Mother has Daughters as well as Daughter’s Daughters, the latter also 
should be given something — (MitaK-sara, p. 850). 

' Yathdmshatah' — according as the property is large or small — [Vivddaratnd- 
kara, p. 516). 

Wten there are Daughters as well as Daughter’s Daughters, the latter also 
shall be given something, — not a regular share in the property — (Madanaparijdta, 
p. 666). 

' Yathdrhatah’ — [i.e. for 'yathdmshatah'} — i.e. after considering the character 
of the persons concerned, the use to be made of the property, the relative poverty 
of those concerned and so forth. — 'Lovingly' — the implication is that if tho Uncles 
are affectionately inclined towards their Nieces, they will give them ‘something’, 
otherwise not — {Smrtialmndrikd, pp. 661-662). 

This rule is for cases where there are Daughters as well as Daughter’s 
Daughters — {Parasharamddhava, p. 371). 

Something should be given to the Daughter’s Daughters also — (Vyavahdra- 
mayukha, p. 158). 

' PrUipurvakam' — if there is loving kindness, then alone it should bo given 
— {Vibhdgasdra 11.2.1). 

"f ' Mdnamairakam’ — some little thing — (Apardrku). 

'Apatya' here stands for Sons. — 'To share it' — i.o. to receive the same shai'e 
as the Son. — 'Apraitd' — ^unmarried. From this it follows that in Manu’s text 
also (No, 978 above), it is the unmarried Daughters that are declared as having 
the same share as the Sons. — As regards tho carried Daughters, some small present 
may be given to them, in accordance with their position — {Yivddaralnalcara, p. 516). 

To the married and settled Daughters also, something may be given in accordance 
with the property, and the remainder they shall divide in the prescribed manner 
{Vivddachandra 22.2-10). 

'Apatydndm' — children, fu the shape of Sons. In both lines, tho particle cha 
lias the copulative force; honco both (.Son and Daughter) together arc tho persons 
that divide the property — (Smrtichandrikd, j>. 661). 

‘Apatydndm — male children — {Parasharamddhavti, p, 372). 

The term 'apatya' stands for Sons. They share the Mother’s property with 
her unmarried Daughters— (Dai/aft/nlja, p. 79). 

'Apatydndm' — Sons; the Daughter being mentioned separately. — Entitled to 
share it' — equally with tho Sons, — .'Honorific present' — as a mark of honour, she 
gets some little thing,— not a share e<.|unl to the Son’s — {Vlramitrodaya , p. 695).^^ 

'Entitled to share it' — i.e. to receive a share equal to the Son’s,— ‘Apmdd -- 
unmarried. — If there is a married Daughter, she shall get only an honorific present , 
— some little thing as a mark of respoct.— In case there are no unmarried Dough ter, 



234 


vivIdachintJmani 


Gotama (28.22) — 

[981] ‘The Stridhana goes to the Daughters, who are unmarried and 
unsettled.’ 

^ Apratisthltd, ‘unsettled’ — -i.e. childless; it means ‘one whose Husband is 
poor and who is unfortmiate’, — according to the Ratndkara and others. — 
These also are entitled, like the Sons, to the Mother’s property. * 


the married ones receive the same share as the Sons. This is what has been expressly 
asserted by Katydyana — (V yavahdramayuklia, p. 158). 

‘Apatydnam' — Sons. — ^The unmarried Daughters are to receive equal shares: 
the married ones receiving only an honorific present — (Viblidgaedra, 11.2-2). 

* ‘Unsettled’ — ^Those who have no means of subsistence; these are entitled to 
inherit the Mother’s property — (Vibhdgaadra, 11.2-3). 

Here Gautama lays down the title of unmarried and unsettled Daughters to 
inherit the Mother’s property. — ‘Unsettled’ — one who has no children, or who is 
poor or unfortunate — {Apardrka, p. 721 ). 

On the death of the Mother, her property is taken first of all by the Daughters ; 
and among them, if there is one utunarried and another married, it is the unmarried 
one that gets it ; and the married one gets it only when there is no unmarried Daughter. 
Among the married Daughters also, if one is ‘settled’ and another ‘unsettled’, the 
unsettled one gets it. — The particle ‘cha’ includes the ‘settled’ one also. — 
‘Unsettled’ — -i.e. childless and poor. — ^This rule does not refer to the ‘ Stelio ’ property 
of the Mother which goes to her uterine Brothers, according to Gautama (28.25) — 
(Mitdhsard, p. 849). — What is said here applies to the Father's property also — 
(tm.p. 768). 

If there are unmarried and unsettled Daughters, these also shall receive the 
same share as their Brothers. — ‘Unsettled’ — one who has no one to support her, is 
childless, whose Husband has no property and who is unfortunate — (Vivddachandra 
22.2-9). 

‘Aprattd’ — unmarried; — ‘ apratisfhilhd' — poor — (Madnnapdrijdta, p. 665). 

The Mother’s Stridhana, ‘ Adhyagni’ and the rest (enumerated by Katydyana) 
goes to the unmarried Daughters, — and to such among the married ones as are 
‘ unsettled ’, and not to all. ‘ Unsettled ’ — i.e. childless, poor, unfortunate or widowed 
— (Smrliehandrikd, pp. 662-663). 

The meaning is that among the Daughters, if some are married and others 
unmarried, the Mother’s Stridhana goes to the unmarried ones; — among the married 
ones also, if some are rich and others poor, it goes to the poor ones — {Pardshara- 
mddhava, p. 337). 

‘ Unsettled’ — childless, poor, unfortunate, or widowed; — such is the explanation 
provided by Apardrka and Kalpataru; the first two only, according to Vijhdneshvara 
and others. Though the text has used the common term ‘Stridhana’ , it stands for 
that particular kind of Stridhana which is dilierent from the three kinds of Stridhana 
described before — ( Viramitrodaya, p. 697). 

Among the married Daughters, if one is rich and another poor, it is the latter 
that receives the property. — -Unsettled’ — poor. — In the term ‘Stridhana’ in this 
text, the term 'StrV (W’oman) includes the Father also, — -so say the Traditionalists — 
{V yavahdramayukha, p. 141). — ^This refers to the technical ‘Stridhana’, other than 
that called the ‘ Anvddhdya’ and that which has been given by the Husband in 
token of love — {ibid., p. 159). — In all these texts, the term.' Stridhana’ is used in its 
technical sense — {ibid., p. 160). 

The term ‘unsettled’ stands for those who, though married, are childless and 
without any property of their own; not having obtained a footing in the house of 
their Husbands — {Medhdtithi on Manu 9.131). 

‘Unmarried’ — not betrothed. — A Woman’s Stridhana is inherited first of all 
by her unmarried Daughter ; — in her absence, it goes to the Daughter who has been 
betrothed, but not get married; — in her absence, it goes to the married Daughter 
with a Son and the married Daughter expecting a child, — both of these are equally 
entitled ; — in the absence of these, the widowed and barren Daughters are equally 
entitled — {Ddyanirnaya 11,1—7), — In the absence of all these Daughters, the property 
goes to the Sons; — {ibid., 11.1-2). — In the absence of the Son, the property goes to 
the Daughter’s Son; then to the Son’s Son; then to the Son’s Grandson; after that to 
the Son of the dead Woman’s Co-wife; then, the Co-wife’s Grandson; and then the 
Co-wife’s Great-grandson. — In the absence of these it goes to the Husband; — then 
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Manu (9.131) — 

[982] ‘Whatever may be the Yanluha property of the Mother is the portion 
of the unmarried Daughter alone.’ 

* Yautuha ' — is what has been obtained from the Father and others at the 
time of marriage.* 


to her Brother i then to her Mother; then to the Father. — In the event of the dead 
Woman having been married by the Asura or other lower forms of marriage, her 
property goes to the heirs first enumerated, down to the Co-wife’s Great-grandson; 
after these, it goes to her Mother, then to her Father, then to her Brother, and last 
of ail to her Husband; according to Manu 9.197 — [ibid.t 11.2). 

* The term ‘ Yautuka^ (or * Yautaka \ as it is sometimes spelt) is usually applied 
to the exclusive property of a woman, of which she alone is the sole owner. Others 
apply it to what she obtains at the time of her marriage, and not to all that belongs 
to her; as it is only the former over which she has an absolute right; as it has 
been declared that — ‘women beconie their own mistresses on obtaining presents at 
marriage — Others again hold that the term applies to the savings that the young 
woman makes out of what she receives from her Husband for clothes, ornaments 
and for household expenses. — 'Is the portion the unmarried Daughter's alone' \ — 
since the text has added the qualification ‘unmarried*, it is clear that what is said 
here does not apply to one who has been married. Further, the term 'eva*, ‘alone*, 
sets aside the implications of the context (which is that of Appointed Daughters). 
Consequently, what is said here cannot apply to the Appointed Daughter [who would 
always be a * married ' one, as the ‘appointing’ is, as a rule, done at the marriage 
itself] — [Medh-atithi), 

‘ Yautukaih ’ Strldhana . — ‘ Kumdrlhhdga ’ is the share of the unmarried Daughter ; 
—even if there be the Son, or the Appointed Daughter, or the Appointed Daughter’s 
Son, — Thus then, even apart from the case of the Appointed Daughter, the Mother’s 
Strldhana must go to the unmarried Daughter — {Sarmjfianardyana). 

On the Mother’s death, the Mother’s property goes to her unmarried Daughter; 
the Sons have no share in it — {Kulluka). 

'Yauiuka' is what has been obtained by the woman from her family. The 
particle “eva' indicates that the said property goes to the unmarried Daughter, even 
when the Son of the Appointed Daughter is there — {Nandana). 

‘ Yautaka ' is Strldhana — {Edmachandra). 

This shows that the unmarried Daughter has the first claim on the Mother’s 
property — {Apararkuy p, 721). 

‘ Yautuka ’ here stands for what has been, given to the woman at the time of 
marriage by her Father and others. — Haldyudha, however, has explained the term 
as standing for what was given to the woman for the purchase of vegetables, etc. 
and which has become augmented by her efficient management. — In such property 
of the Mother’s, neither Sons nor married Daughters have any shares; but even 
married Daughters, if childless and unfortunate, receive equal shares in it — {Vivdda- 
i'atndkara,p. 517). 

‘ Yautuka * is what is presented by people in general to the Bride and Bridegroom 
at the time of marriage, when they are seated together on one seat. The author 
of the Nighantii also has defined it as ‘what has been given to the Bride and 
Bridegroom — But according to Devasvdmini ‘ Yautaka ’ is the name given to what 
has been obtained by the woman from her Father’s house, as distinguished from 
that obtained in her Husband’s house. This view, however, is not acceptable; the 
distinction being merely imaginary. — If there are several unmarried Daughters, the 
.‘5!aid property is to be divided equally among them — {Smrtichandrikdf p. 662). 

'YautakoA is what has been obtained from the Father’s family — [Pardshara- 
mddhava, p. 372). 

‘ Yautaka' is what is obtained at the time of inairiage — {Ddyahlidgat p. 82). 

‘ Yautuka' is what is given to the Bride and Bridegroom when they are seated 
together at the time of marriage.—* Yautaka' and ‘ Yautuka' both forms are correct. 
— W^en there are several unmarried Daughters, the property is divided equally. — 
[Devasvamin’s opinion is not acceptable] — {Vlramitrodaya ^ p. 696). 

'Yautaka' is what has been obtained at the time of marriage and on other 
occasions by the woman seated together with her Husband — {V yavaharamayukhat 
p. 158). 
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Vashistha ( 17 . 46 ) — 

[983] ‘ The females [Daughters] shall share among themselves the Mother’s 
Toilet -articles [or Marriage-presents]’. 

‘ Pariniiyyam' — Clothes, Mirrors, Combs and such articles.* 

Ydjnamlkya (2.117) — 

[984] ‘What remains of the Mother’s property, after the payment of debt', 
shall be di^nded among themselves by the Daughters, — and in the 
absence of the Daughters, by the offsprings (of the Daughters).’ 

Of the Mother’s property, what remains after the debts have been paid 
off, — i.e. the residue, — shall be divided by the Daughters among themselves ; 
— and in the absence of these — Daughters, — by ‘the offsprings’; i.e. the 
Daughter’s Son and the Daughter’s Daughter of the dead Mother (i.e. the Son 
and Daughter of the Daughters). That such is the rule is shown by the 
words of Mami (Text STo. 976). 

This refers to the clothes and other presents that the Mother ma}' ha\ e 
received at marriage, which has been specified in the Brahma and other 
approved forms. f 


This rule applies to only those eases where, apart from the Yautuka, there is 
other Slridhana which could be shared by the Sons. If that were not so, then the 
Son, who would perform the Shraddha for the Mother, would become entirelv 
excluded from her property — (Vibhdgaaara 11.2—4). 

* ' Parinayyam' — Clothes, Mirrors, Bracelets and so forth— {Vivadaratnakaro. 
p, 617; also VibhagasSra 11.2-6). 

What belonged to the Mother at the time of marriage is to be divided ajuong 
the Daughters — {Vivadachandra 23.1.1). 

' Pdrirtayyayn' — property obtained at marriage — [Dayabhaya, p. 82). 

What has been obtained by the Mother at the time of marriage goes first to 
the unmarried Daughter and, in her absence, to the married Daughter; — even 
when there are Sons — (SmTlitattva II, p. 18-5). 

t Just as Sons are equal sharers in the Father’s property, so are the Daughters 
in the Mother’s property; they shall divide among themselves only what remains 
after the debts have been paid off ; but they shall not be liable for the debts if the 
Mother has left no property. — “Have then the Sons nothing to do with the Mother’s 
property!’’ — ^No, it is not so; in the absence of Daughters, the 'Anvaya' — i.e. the 
Sons- — come into the property. — Other people have explained the second sentence 
to mean that ‘in the absence of the Daughter, the property goes to the Ar^vaya, 
Son, of the Daughter'. — But this is not right. Because there is a direct declaration 
in the ’V^eda, to the effect that — ‘if there are both Son and Daughter, it is the Son 
that inherits the property’. — And it is only because of the declaration in the first 
sentence of the present text that the Daughters have the first claim — {Vishvarupa). 

As regards the Mother’s property, after the debts have been paid off, the residue 
shall be divided by the Daughters among themselves; — and in the absence of the 
Daughters, it goes to the ‘offspring’ of the Daughters-, and in the absence of Daugliters, 
as also of their offsprmg, tlie property goes to the Sons of the deceased Mother — 
(Apararka). 

To the general rule that ‘the Sons shall divide the property of the parents 
among themselves’, the present text sets forth an exception; The Mother’s property 
the Daughters shall divide among themselves, — ^but only what remains after the 
pa^ng off of the Mother’s debts. The implication is that if the Mother’s pioperty 
is just enough to pay off the debts, or even less,— it goes to the Sons, who have to 
pay the debts in any case. But if there is any property left after the paying off 
of the debts, that property goes to the Daughters. The reason for this lies m tlie 
fact that just as the ingredients of the Father’s body are found to a larger extent 
in the Son’s body than in the Daughters, — so the ingredients of the Mother’s body 
are formd to a larger extent in the body of the Daughters; hence, if the property 
of the Father devolves upon the Sons, it is only right that that of the Mother should 
devolve upon the Daughters. — The question arising as to who should receive the 
property if no Daughters of the deceased are alive, the answer is that in the abseiif e 
of the Daughters, the property is to go to the Daughter’s ‘Anvaya’, — i.e. her Son 
and other descendants. Though there is already implied in the general rule that 
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[9851 "(jAl) Iq tiii? absence of Daughters., tlie pnajMsty a;k»s. tsn slip — - 

(B) Wbat had been gi-ren bv tl»e Relaiives geess to rte fieSaiiws, — 
l[C| In their abseuoe, to the Husband.,' — Tlse Ststors, along >Tt 5 lt 
Hnsbaads, shall di\ide it with the Relames.— Suet is tlie Saw i«latitig 
JO Stridtmna audits dhisioii.’ 


(A) ‘In Hm ab-sentx of IkiughttF^'. tA'., ete.’— That is. the ' Toilet sajrtwJ«s\ 
as also the ' ToHfid-a’— i.e. wlmt was given to the deceased Mother at the 
time of her marriage, in the Brahma or other appro\\>d forms, go to her Sons, 
in case there are no Daughters. Apart from these, whatever other pwjperty 
the woman may have left goes to both the Daughter and the 
already explained before. (Vide Text A\i. fiTtl.l 

(B) and (O) ‘TThat had been gitvn by th<.’ Jieiutkrs. rir.. ete.' — Uluu had 
been given to the deceased by Relatives other ihtm the Father goes to the 
Brother and Sister, — but with this ditferenee that if the Sister is muuarried 
she receives the same share as her Brother, wltile if she is married, she receives 
just some share in the property. This is what is meant by tlie scntonee 
beginning with ‘the Sisters'. — (D) ‘In their absence’ — ^i.e. if there are no 


‘the Sons divide the parents’ property’, yet it has been reitorotod iii order to make 
it quite clear. — In case the Mother has had no Daughter at all, the iiroperty goes 
to the Son, directly— (Afilal'^ora). 

As regards the Mother’s property, what remains of it after paying off the debts, 
ahaJl be divided equally among the Sons and Daughters', but tbo Mother’s debts sliall 
be paid by the Sons. — In the absence of Daughters, — i.e. if there are no Daughters 
living, — the Anvaya — i.e. the Sons — of the Daughi^s — shall receive the shore that 
would have been their Mother’s, as declared by Afomt (Tost No. 976) and otliars-' 
(Viramitrodaya-^ikd on YdjhavaUcya). 

‘ Bt>dt‘~of the Mother's debts; — ‘shinin' — what remains. — What is meant is 
that after the Mother’s debts have boon cleared off, the unmarried and unsettled 
Daughters shall take what remains of her Dowry and her toilol-artieles; and in 
the absence of the Daughters, the Anvaya, — i.e. the Son and other offsprings — of 
the Daughters shall take it. — This refers to cases where the deceased had been 
married in the Brahma form of marriage — {Vivadnralnakara, p. .'17). 

The Daughters shall take what remains of the Mother's property after the 
clearing off of the debts incurred by the Mother; but with this difference that if, among 
the Daughters, some are married and some unmarried, then the propertj' shall go 
to the unmarried ones. Here first of all, the property is to go to the Daughters, 
and then to the descendants of the Daughters — {Madaiuipdrijiiln , p. litio), 

What remains of the Mother’s property after the paying off of her debts, i^ taken 
by the Daughters. It follows that if the Mother’s property is just equal to, or loss 
chan, the amount of the debt, then it goes to the Sons (who liai'e to pay the debt), 
even when the Daughters tire there — {PardsJuiramadliava, p. 37(1). 

Some people hold that the term 'Anvaya' (Son) stands for the Son and 
descendants of the Daughters, while according to others, it stands for tho Sous of 
the deceased Mother-, and according to this latter view, tho property to the 
Sons (of the deceased) if there are no Daughters. This is in keeping with Custom 
also — (Vyavahdramayiikha, p, 159). What is said hero regardmg the Daiightors 
receiving the Mother’s property refers to such property of the Mother's a.s slio may 
have acquired by spinning and such industries, as diatingiiisiipd from tho 'StrUUmna ' 
proper — [Ibid., p. 160). 

This refers to clothes and other things received in conupetion with her marriage 
which has been performed in the Brahma form — {Vibhagnsdra, 11.2-7). 

So long as there are Daughters, tho Sons are not ontitled to share tho Mother’s 
property; when there are no Daughters, then, the Anvaya — Sons — .are entitled to 
share it — {Ddyabhdga, p. 68). 

‘In the absence of Daughters', the ‘.Inuoya’,— the offspring or progeny, i.o. 
the Son, Grandson and the rest. In case the terra 'Anvaya' is taken in the sense 
of the Sons of the deceased woman, then the second sontonoe would be a more repeti- 
tion of what has been said regarding the property of tho 'Parents’— (FfromfP'offnj/fl, 
p. 577). 
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Sons or Daughters, etc. of the deceased. — the property of the woman goes 
to the Husband.* 

Manu (9.198 ) — 

[984] ‘(A) It is ordained that the property of a woman— married in the 
Brahma, Daiva, Arsa, Gandharoa or Prajapatya form — shall go to her 
Husband alone, — if she dies childless. 

[985] (B) But the property that may have been given to her on the occasion 
of the Asura or other (condemned) forms of marriage, has been held to 
belong to her parents, in the event of her d 3 dng childless.' 

‘Aprajasi ’ — ChildlesR.| 


* In the absence of Daughters and their offspring, the property goes to the 
Sons — (Apardrka, p. 721). — The second line (B) refers to the case of women 
married under the Asura and other condemned forms of marriage — (Ibid., p. 753), 

The Clothes and Toilet-requisites and the Kautaia-property which had been 
given by the Father, — these kinds of Stndhana go to the Son, if there is no Daughter ; 
— ^the Slridhana other than these goes to the persons mentioned before.- — In the 
absence of aU these, it goes to the Husband — (V ivddaratndkara, p. 518). 

(A) This refers to unmarried Daughters; and to the Yautuka property. — 
(B) This refers to women married in a form of marriage other than the five 
commended ones (Brahma, etc.) — (Smrlichandrikd, p. 664). 

(A) The Mother’s ‘Toilet-articles’ and other presents — received at marriage 
performed in one of the commendeti forms, — as also the Yautuka given by her 
Husband, — go to the Daughter; and failing her, to the Son; — the Strldhana apart 
from the said two kinds goes to both, Son and Daughter. — (B) What had been 
given to her by her Eelatives shall go to the Brother and Sister; the unmarried Sister 
receiving the same share as the Brother, and the married Sister receitdng some little 
thing. — In the absence of these, the property goes to the Husband of the deceased. 
This is what has been declared by Manu (vide below, Text Mo. 984) — (Vibhagaadra, 
11.2-9). 

‘In the absence of Relatives’. — This implies the absence of Brothers also — 
(Ddyanirnaya, 11.2-9). 

■f (A) The property of the woman married in one of the commended forms of 
marriage — either Slridhana or otherrvise — goes to her Husband, if she dies childless: 
it goes to her children, if she leaves any. — (B) To the parents, — not to the Husband 
— (Sarvajnandrdyaria). 

(A) In the five kmds of marriage, Brahma, etc. — the six kinds of Slridhana 
that belong to the woman go to her Husband, if she dies childless. — (B) The six 
kinds of Slridhana, belonging to a woman married in any one of the condemned 
forms of marriage, go to her parents, if she dies childless — (KuUuka). 

(A) If a woman dies childless, the property she had obtained from her Father 
and others at one of the five commended forms of marriage goes to her Husband. — 
(B) If she had been married under one of the condemned forms of marriage, it 
shall go to her parents. — ‘ Atitdydrh' , on her death — (Rdgkavdnanda and Rdma- 
chandra). 

In the case of the woman married in the Odndharva form, there should be 
option; i.e. the property should go either to the Husband or to the parents; because 
in the second part (B) of the text, it is stated that in the case of the marriage 
having been in one of the forms of marriage — Asura and the rest — the property goe^ 
to the parents [and the Gdndharva form is one of the condemned forms and is always 
classed with the Asura) — (Apardrka, p. 753). 

(A) In the event of her marriage having been in any of the commended forms, 
the property of the childless woman goeS to her Husband; and (B) in the event o) 
its having been in the Asura or other condemned form, it goes to her Mother anil 
Father — (Vivddachandra 23.1—3). 

If a woman has been married in one of the five forms of marriage mentioned, 
and she dies without leaving any offspring — from the Daughter down to the Son's 
Son, — her property goes to her Husband, not to her Mother and other relations — 
(Smrlichandrikd, p. 664). 

If the woman has been married in the Asura, Rdksasa or Paishdcha form, her 
property goes to her Mother and Father — (Pardsharamddhava, p. 373). 
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Oautama (28.23) — 

[986] The Shulka (Nuptial Pee) of the Sister goes to her uterine Brothers^ 
after the Mother ;--even before— 3 a 5 ’' some.’ 

This refers to cases where the marriage of the deceased had been 
performed in the Asura, Raksasa or Paiahdcha form.* 


This refers only to such property as has been given to her at the marriage ; the 

construction being — ^Brahma yaddattam — Asurddifu yad dattam ’—{Ddyabhdga, 

p. 88). — The property that has been obtained by the woman at the time that 
the marriage is going on goes to her Husband, if she dies without offspring. 
‘PrajS' is offspring. It does not mean that *whate\'er property has been obtained 
by a woman married in one of the said forma of mairiage, — before as well as after 
the marriage, — all that goes to her Husband ’ : because the naming of the forms 
of marriage is meant to indicate the time of the obtaining of the property. — 
(Ddyabhdga, p. 89). 

The property of the woman married in the Brahma and other forms of marriage, 
— in the event of her dying childless, — goes to her Husband ; and fa ilin g the Husband, 
to the Husband’s nearest relatives; — and the property of the woman married in the 
Asura and other forms goes to her parents — first to the Mother, then to the Father — 
(Vlramitrodaya, p. 702 ; also Smrlitattva II, p. 186). 

That the property of the woman married in the Brahma, Daiva, Arsa and 
Prdjdpatya forma of marriage shall go to the Husband refers to Brdhmarias, for 
whom these four alone are the lawful forms of marriage. As for the Gdndharva 
form, that is also lawful for the Ksattriya; so in the case of this latter, the Wife’s 
property shall go to the Husband — (Vyavaharamayukhn, p. 161). 

(A) Manu and others have described the eight forms of marriage — Brahma 
and the rest, — and they have also declared which ones are commended and which 
not. Among those commended are the Brahma, Daiva, Area and Prdjdpatya and 
Gdndharva i and it is to cases of these forms that the first part of the rule is applicable. 
— (B) ‘ Asurddi^u’ — i.e. in the case of the marriage having been performed in the 
Asura, Bdk^asa or Paishdaha form. — 'Aprajasi’ — childless. — 'Matdpitroh ' — this is 
not inconsistent with ydjHavalkya's assertion that the property is 'pitfgdmi': 
because in the latter expression, the term 'pllr' stands for the Mother and Father — 
(Vibhdgasdra 12.1-3). 

* The Nuptial Fee that had been given for the woman married in the Asura 
form goes to her uterine Brothers, and failing these, to her Mother — (Apardrka, 
p. 754). 

The Nuptial Fee of the woman goes to her uterine Brothers — (Mitdkaard, 
p. 849). — On this, the Bdlambhaifi adds the following notes : — ‘Urdhvam mdluh' 
means after the death oj the Mother; so says the Kalpataru; the 'Mother' meant 
here is the Sister of the ‘uterine Brothers’ spoken of. Thus the meaning is that — 

‘ On the death of their Sister (mdtuh of the text) her Nuptial Fee goes to her uterine 
Brothers, even when she has left regular heirs, in the shape of the Daughter down 
to her Son’s Son’. From this it follows that we reject the explanation that — 
"urdhvam mdtuh is a distuict sentence and what is meant is that the said property 
goes first to the uterine Brothers, — after them (urdhvam), to the Mother — and failing 
both Brothers and Mother, to the Father”. 

The property obtained at marriage by a woman married in the Asura and other 
inferior forma, goes to her uterine Brothers, on the death of their Mother, — also 
before the Mother’s death (acoordmg to some). 'Cha' stands for 'api'; the meaning 
being that according to some people, even before her Mother’s death, the woman’s 
property goes to her uterine Brothers, This is the opinion of other people — says 
Haldyudha — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 620). 

Even when the Sister has left regular heirs — from the Daughter down to 
the Son’s Sons — ^her Nuptial Fee shall go to her uterine Brothers — (Madanapdrijdta, 

p. 668). 

Though the Nuptial Fee had been given by the Husband and others, yet it 
does not go to them; it becomes the property of the uterine Brothers of the deceased 
woman, — and failing them, to her Mother’ — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 605). 

The property goes first of all to the uterme Brothers, — failing them, to the 
Mother, — failing her, to the Father — (Ddyabhdga, p. 95). 

[So there are two opinions, the order of succession being — according to one 

(1) Brothers, and (2) Mothers,— and according to the other (1) Mother, 

(2) Brothers.] 
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Baudhdyana — 

[987] ‘ The property of a dead maiden shall be taken by her uterine Brothers 
themselves ; faihng them, by her Mother; and failing her, by the Father.’ * 


Section (J) — ^The Partition of Property that had been 

CONCEALED 


Says Ydjnavalkya (2.126) — 

[988] ‘If, after partition, it is discovered that some property had been 
(surreptitiously) taken by some one among themselves, — that property 
they shall divide again equally. Such is the law.’ 

The mere fact of the property not ha\'ing been divided previously imply- 
ing that it should be divided later on, — the reiteration of such division is 
only meant to show that the said surreptitious taking is not to be regarded 
as an act of ‘theft’ ; — such is the opinion of Haldyudha.'f 


* Whatever property, in the shape of the crest jewel and the like, may have 
been given to the maiden by her maternal Grandfather and others, — or may have 
been inherited by her — shall be taken by her uterine Brothers — (Mitakfaru, p, 866). 

The 'hanyd' meant here is the unmarried girl — {Vivadaratndkara, p. 622). 

This refers to a case where, prior to the verbal betrothal, some such thing 
as a head-ornament and the like has been lovingly given to a girl by her maternal 
Grandfather, Father or other relations, as her very own — (Maianaparijdta, 
p. 469). 

Any ornaments and such things as may have been given to a maiden by her 
maternal Grandfather and others shall be taken by her uterine Brothers — 
(Pardsharatnadhava, p. 374). 

Here we find a definite order of succession laid dovm~(8mTlitattva II, p. 186). 

This refers to cases where the girl has died before marriage, and to such property 
as ornaments and the like which may have been given to her at the time of her 
betrothal, by her maternal Grandfather and others. — Such is the view of the Tradi- 
tionalists — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 162). 

The first heir to the maiden’s property is her Brother, — then her Mother, — - 
then her Father. — This refers to oases where the maiden had been orally betrothed; 
and it does not apply to the property that she may have received from the Bride- 
groom; which latter reverts to the Bridegroom himself — (Ddyanirnaya 10.2-4). 

■f This rule applies to those cases where the coparceners are entitled to unequal 
shares (as laid down in YajAavalkya 2.126). — The word 'Sthitih' implies that there 
should be no doubt regarding the propriety of equal division — (Vishvariipa). 

This lays down what is to be done in a case where a Brother has wrongfully 
taken away something that should have been divided; and it is subsequently 
discovered. — If a partible property has been taken away by one of the Brothers, 
and it is found out after the partition of other property has been finished, — that 
property shall bo divided among all the Brothers in equal shares, — not in unequal 
shares; there being no Preferential Share in the case. — The assertion of this rule 
being sufficient Justification for the text, it does not go to prove that the man who 
took away the property incurred no sin. — A possible view that the property dis- 
covered is to be divided equally among ail except the one who had taken and concealed 
it — (Apardrka). 

In a case where joint property had been surreptitiously taken away by one 
of the CO -sharers themselves, which is found out, not at the time of partition, but 
later on, — this property they shall divide equally among themselves. — ^Vibhajeran', 
‘they shall divide’; — this implies that it shall not be taken only by that man who 
has discovered it. — This being the fruitful signification of the text, it cannot bo 
taken to imply that he who had taken the property surreptitiously incurred no sin. 
Specially because by law, as also by equity, the taking away of what is common 
property does constitute an offence — {Mitdksard), 
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Kdtydyana — 

[991] ‘If anything had been taken away by any one among themselves, — 
and if anything had not been divided [or wrongly divided], — on being 
found out, it shall be divided in equal shares, — says Bhrgu. — But among 
undivided relatives, no one shall be made to make good what he has 
enjoyed.’ 

‘In equal shares' — ^i.e. in accordance with the shares assigned in the 
previous division. — ‘ What he has enjoyed' — ^i.e. the man who has enjoyed 
(used up) the common property that had been hidden is not to be compelled 
to make good.* 


SECTiour (K) — Partition among Sons op diveesb Castes 

Says Manu (9.152) — 

[992] — ‘ The Brahmana (Son) shall take four parts ; the Son of the K^attriya 
Mother, three parts; the Son of the Vaishya Mother, two parts; and the 
Son of the Shudra Mother, one part.’ 

In the Bhdrata we find the following — 

[993] ‘(A) O Yudhisthira, the property of the K^attriya shah be divided into 
eight parts ; out of the Father’s property, the Son of his K§atiriya Wife 
shall take four parts; he shall also take the implements of battle; the 


What is meant is that in a case where, after the partition has taken place, if 
some part of the joint property remains unnoticed with any one of the co-sharers, 
it does not become his sole property; it has got to be divided. — ‘Equal' — i.e. in 
the same proportion as the previous partition — ( Viramitrodaya-Tika on Yajhavalkya). 

Vivddaratndkara (p. 526) has the same note as Vivddachintdmani. 

If, after the partition, it is discovered that some property had been taken away 
by one of the co -sharers, — that property shall be divided in equal shares, — i.e. not 
according to the scheme whereby the eldest gets a Preferential Share in the shape 
of the twentieth part of the property — {Madanapdrijdta, p. 688). 

'They' — ^the divided coparceners. — The meaning is that, if among persons 
living together, some one has taken away some property, and it is discovered after 
partition, — it has to be divided equally — {Smrtichand/rikd, p. 714). 

If some one deceived the others at the time of partition, and the deceit is 
discovered afterwards,— the entire property should be divided equally: the Plural 
Number in ‘ Vibhdjeran' (shall divide) indicates that the property is not to be taken 
only by the man who has discovered it — (Pardsharamddhava, p. 382). 

‘Vibhdjeran’ implies — (a) that the property is not to go to that man only 
who has discovered it, and (6) that the man who had taken it is not to receive a 
smaller share — (Viramitrodaya, p. 706). 

This lays down the division of what had been surreptitiously kept back by the 
Brothers, etc. — ' Anyonyebhrtau' — ^taken by the eldest, or the youngest, or others — 
(Vya/oahdramayukha, p. 131). 

In fact, the division of the said property being necessary by reason of its not 
having been divided, the purpose served by the reiteration in the text is to indicate 
that the party who had taken the property is not to be regarded as a ‘thief — Such 
is the opinion of Haldyiidha. — In our opmion however, the text serves the purpose 
of actually laying down the partition, — in view of the fact that it is well known 
that in such cases the property comes to be looked upon as belonging exclusively to 
the person in whose possession it has been found and it may not be regarded as 
joint property', hence it becomes necessary to lay down that the property is to be 
divided — {Vibhdgasdra 12.1-6). 

* JPor notes see under Text No. 910, where this same text has been quoted 
and commented upon. 

i6 
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Son of the Vaishya Wife shall take three parts ; and the eighth part shall 
go to the Son of the Shudra Wife.* — 


* (A) On the strength of the declaration contained in this text, some people 
have rejected the scheme of division laid down in Manu 9.161 [by which, the 
Brahmaija takes three, the Ksattriya two, the Vaishya a part and half, and the 
Shudra one part]. But that text refers to cases where there are two or more Sons 
of each caste who are entitled to equal shares; whereas the present text refers to 
cases where the number of Sons of the various castes is not the same. — ^Though the 
shares of the Ksattriya and other Sons have been set forth here in an unqualified 
form, yet, in another Smrti-text, wa read that — ‘the land acquired from gifts 
shall not be given to the Son of the Ksattriya Wife’; while in another text we read 
that — ‘the Son born to a Brdhmarta from a Shudra Wife is not entitled to a share 
in the landed property’, — which precludes the Shudra from all kinds of land. — All 
this restriction, however, should be understood to apply to cases where there are other 
forms of property also ; otherwise, the Sons in question would be left without airy 
means of subsistence. — But what we hold is that provision for subsistence has no- 
where been precluded. Tlie difference between the two cases is that, if the said 
Sons are entitled to regular shares’, they would be entitled to sell or give away 
the property inherited, while of what they get as mere ‘subsistence’ they can take 
only the usufruct. Provision for the subsistence of such Sons has to be made at 
the time of the partition of the Father’s property; for if no provision were made 
at that time by definitely setting aside some landed property for that purpose, it 
is just possible that the other Sons who have regularly inherited the landed property 
may squander it away, which would leave the other Sons entirely unprovided for — 
{MedMtithi). 

This refers to cases where there are several Sons from all the Wives. — In this 
case, there is no Preferential Share. — ^When each of the four Wives has several Sons 
— and in varying numbers, — each Son of the Ksattriya Wife shall receive what is 
one-fourth leas than the share of the Son of the BrahmaxM Wife; each of the Sons of 
the Vaishya Wife shall have one-half, and the Son of the Shudra Wife one-quarter 
of the share of the Son of the BrShmaya Wife. — ^In a case where only the BrShmana 
and Ksattriya Wives have Sons, the property shall be divided into seven parts, — four 
of these shall go to the Son of the Brahmaxta Wife and three to that of the Ksattriya 
Wife. — In a case where there are Sons bom only of the three Brahma'^, Ksattriya 
and Vaishya Wives, the property shall be divided into nine parts. Where there are 
Sons of the Brdhmatfa, Vaishya and Shudra Wives only, it shall be divided into 
seven parts ; where there are Sons of the Brahmarta and Shudra Wives only, it shall 
be divided into five parts; and so on — (Sarvajharmrdyana). 

The entire property — without extracting any Preferential Share — shall be 
divided into ten parts — (KuUuka). 

This implies that the alternative laid down in the present text is the prunary 
one, while that declared in Manu 9.151 is the secondary one — [Nandana). 

The meaning is that when a division has been made among the four Sous in 
the proportion of 3, 2, 1 (as laid down in Manu 9.151), — if any of these four Brothers 
(belonging to the four different castes happen to have two or three or more Brothers 
of the same caste as himself, he shall share his own share equally with these — 
[Bdghavdnanda) . 

The division herein set forth proceeds on the basis of no Preferential Share 
having been extracted. — ^No significance attaches to the Singular Number in the 
word ‘viprak’ ( Brahmaiea’) — (Vivddaraindkara, p. 528). 

Of the two alternative schemes (laid down in 9.151 and 9.153), the latter (i.e. 
the present text) is in agreement with Tdjhavalkya. The discrepancy between 
the two schemes is to be explained as being due to the difference in the qualifications 
of the Sons of the Ksattriya and other Wives. If, for instance, the Son born of the 
Ksattriya Wife of a Brdhmana happen to be senior in age and also possessed of 
superior qualifications, his share shall be equal to that of the Son of the Brdhmana 
Wife, and so on — (Vlramitrodaya, p. 694). 

The text lays down the method of partition among the Sons bom to a Brdhmana 
&om his four Wives belonging to the four castes — [Ddyanirnaya 20.1-7). 

(B and C) ‘Dfttdnta' here stands for the Veda-, the meaning therefore is that 
even though a Shudra Wife has not been ordained for the Vaishya or the Ksattriya, 
yet, if through lust, he does marry a Shudra Wife, then the Son bom of her shall 
receive a share. — ‘Yuddhaupachdrikam’, ‘Implements of battle’, such as swords 
and the like — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 529). 

I 6b 
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[994] *(B) O descendant of the Kurus, for the Vaishya, there can be only 
one Wife ; he may have a Shudra Wife ; but no instance of any such has 
been recorded [or according to Ratndkara, no such is permitted by the 
Veda], The property of the Vaishya shall be divided into five parts, 
(0) O chief of the Bharatas; from the Father’s property, the Son of his 
Vaishya Wife shall take four parts, and the fifth part shall go to the Son 
of the Shudra Wife.’ 

All this scheme applies to oases where the Brdhmarm has, four Wives, the 
Kfottriya has three, and the Vaishya has two. — In cases where there have 
not been so many Wives, the property need not be divided into ten, eight or 
five parts. — ‘Implements of Battle' — ^i.e. the Horse, the Sword and so forth. 
Says Visnu — 

[995] ‘If a Brahmana has Sons of all castes except the one bom of the Shudra 
Wife, they shall divide the property into nine parts. So also in the case 
of the Ksattriya and others.’ 

Brhaspati (25.30) — 

[996] ‘Land obtained as a Religious Gift shall not be given to the Son of the 
Ksattriya or other Wives. Even if the Father give it, the Son of the 
Brahmana Wife shall take it away on the death of the Father.’ ’* 
Vrddha-Manu — 

[997] ‘The land acquired by Brahmanical methods shall be taken by the 
Sons bom of the Brahmana Wife ; the House and the ancestral land shall 
be taken by all the Sons of the twice-bom castes.’ 

‘ Brahmaddydgatd' — ‘acquired by Brahmanical methods', — i.e. acquired 
through officiating at Sacrifices, Teaching and Receiving Gifts. — ‘Tmee-born 
castes' — ^i.e. belonging to the three higher castes. f 


The Brahmana may have Wives of all the four castes; when he has got four 
Sons from these four Wives, then the rule is that their shares are to be in the pro- 
portion of 4, 3, 2, 1, in the order of the castes. — Similarly the Ksattriya may have 
three Wives and so forth. — ^Thus the property shall be divided into ten parts in the 
C£;ae of the Brahmana, eight parts in that of the K^triya, and five parts in that 
of the Vaishya . — ‘ Tuddhaupachdrikam' stands for the Sword and other weapons — 
{Vibhdgasdra 12.2.1). 

The implication is that lands acquired by other means are to be given to the 
Sons mentioned above ; but never to the Son of the Shudra Wife — {Apardrka, p. 732). 

Though the principle of division among the Sons of different castes has been 
laid down by Manu as 4, 3, 2, 1, — yet that has to be taken as referring to property 
other than lands obtained as Religious Gift. — ^The implication of this text is that 
land obtained by Purchase and such other means is to be given to the Ksattriya 
and other Sons also; but the Son of the Shudra Wife has been specially precluded 
from inheriting landed property by Brhaspati in another text. There would be 
no need for this special preclusion of the Shudra Son if the Ksattriya and Vaishya 
Sons were not entitled to inherit landed property other than that obtained as 
religious gift — (Mitdksard, pp. 669-670). 

The special mention of ‘Religious Gift’ implies that land acquired by other 
means is to be given — (Madanapdrifdfa, p. 658). 

Lands acquired by Purchase and other means are to be given to the Ksattriya 
and other Sons, as is clearly implied by the mention of ‘Religious Gift’; and also 
by the special exclusion of the Shudra from inheriting landed property — (Pardshara- 
mddhava, p. 343 ; also Viramitrodaya, p. 695). 

■j* Brahmaddydgatdm' — acquired by Brahmanical methods’; i.e. through 
Religious Gifts or tlirough officiating at Sacrifices, and such other acts. — ‘Sons of 
the twice-born castes ', — i.e. those belonging to the three higher pastes — {Vivdda- 
ratndkara, p. 634). 
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Shankha — 

[998] ‘The Son of the Shiidra Wife shall not be a sharer in the property; 
whatever his Father gives to him, that alone shall be his share. In 
addition, one should give to him a cow and a bull, black metal and 
black grains, with the exception of sesamum.’ 

Manu (9.154-155) — 

[999] (A) ’Whether a man has a Son or no Son [of the higher castes], he 
shall not, according to Law, allot more than the tenth part to the Son 
of his Shudra Wife.* 


The land that the Father had obtained as a Religious Gift shall go entirely to 
the Son of the Brahmana Wife, not to those of the Ksattriya and other Wives. The 
House as also the ancestral field shall go to only those Sous who belong to the three 
higher castes, not to the Shudra Son. — ‘Brahma’ is Veda; hence ‘Brahmaddya’ 
means Religioua Gift ; as such gift has been sanctioned for a Brahmana only as one 
who has read the Veda and understood its contents — (Ddyabhdga, pp. 138-139). 

‘ Brahmaddydgatdm ' — obtained by officiating at Sacrifices. Teaching and so 
forth. — ‘ Twice-born, castes ' — the Brdhmana, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya— 
(V ihhdgasdra 12.2-6). 

The land that has been acquired by the Father by virtue of his Vedic Scholar- 
ship shall go to the Son born of his Brdhmana Wife ; the ancestral House and 
ancestral landed property belonging to the Sons of the first three castes. — 
‘ Ancestral ’ — acquired by the Grandfather and other ancestors — [Ddyanirnaya 
20.2.1). 

* (A) ‘Has a Son’ — has any Son; or the ‘Son’ meant may be that born of the 
Brahmana Wife, and not that of any of the three higher castes. So that if there is 
no Son born of the Brdhmana Wife, — even if there are Sons of Ksattriya and Vaishya 
Wives, — the Son of the Shudra Wife shall receive the eighth part, while if there is a 
Son of only the Vaishya Wife, the Son of the Shiidra Wife shall receive the third 
part.— Others however explain the term ‘no Son’ to mean the absence of any Son of 
any Wife of any of the twice-bom castes ; and according to this view, the residue of 
the property left over after the tenth part has been made over to the Shudra Son 
shall go to the Sapindas. — The most unobjectionable principle of division, however, 
would be as follows: — -If the property is a large one, and there is no Son of any 
higher caste, the Shudra Son shall receive only the tenth part; — if, however, the 
property is just enough for the maintenance of a limited number of persons only, 
then the whole shall go to the Shudra Son. — In the case of the Ksattriya and others, 
another Smrti text has laid down the rule that — ‘the Son of the Ksattriya shall 
receive 3, 2 and 1 shares’ (Ydjnavalkya 2.125); which means that the Ksattriya’s 
Son from the Ksattriya Wife shall get three parts, his Son of the Vaishya Wife two 
parts and his Son of the Shudra Wife, one part. — Others, again, explain the present 
text of Manu as follows: — When the Brdhmana is going to give to his Shudra Son 
any property at all, he shall coUect the entire property and give to him the tenth 
part of it, — even though he be free to do what he hkes. — According to this view, 
it would be much more reasonable to construe the text as ‘ the man having a Son shall 
give, etc. etc.’ — -‘dadydt’ — ‘shall give’ — bemg construed with ‘satputrah’ ’having a 
son’. Otherwise, the construction would have to be — ‘the person whose Father 
has a Son, or no Son, shall give, etc. etc. ’, — ^which shall be a very far fetched one ; 
as in this case, the term ‘having a Son’ shall stand for the dead Father, while 
the Nominative of the verb ‘shall give’ would be the living Son, or other Sapinda 
relations. — ^Thus then, in a case where there are only Brdhmana and Shiidra Sons, — 
and no Ksattriya or Vaishya Sons, — the Shudra Son is entitled to, not to the tenth 
part, but to something less, never more. — When the Brdhmana Son takes the entii'e 
property, he carmot be called either a ‘sharer’ or ‘a receiver of four shares’; 
hence what has been said by Manu in 9.153 regarding the Brdhmana taking ‘from 
shares’ would apply to a case where there are four Brothers (belonging to the four 
castes). The Shudra Son also receives the tenth part only when there are four 
Brothers. Those shares become correspondingly increased according as there 
have been two or three Brothers only — (Medkdtithi). 

‘Satputrah’ — Having Sons of superior Wives; — ‘apulrah’ — having no Sons of 
any other caste; — ‘nddhikam’; the meaning is that, when there are no Sons of any 
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{1000] (B) Of the Brahmana, the K^attriya and the Vaishya, —ih^ Son bom 
of a Shudra Wife is not a sharer in the property; hie property eholl 
consist of wlaatever his Father may give to him.’ * 

other castes, the tenth part of the property ahall be given to the Shudra-hnrii Son, 
and the rest of it shall bo taken by the widows and oih&T5~^{Sarvajiia}idrdij(iHn), 
Whether a Brahmana has Sons from Wives of ah the fcwico-born castes,— or ho 
has no such Sons, — in either case, hia immediate Heir shall not give moro than 
the tenth part of his property to his Son from the i^hudra Wife, 'according to Laxt >\ — 
Thus, in view of this prohibition in regard to the Son from the Shudra Wife, if the 
Bfdhmaria has no Son from his Brahmana Wife, his two Sons, bom from his Kentiriija 
and Vaishya Wives, shall take the rest of the property — {KuUi(ka). 

Even when partition takes place at tlic wish of the Father, only the tenth 
part of the property shall be given to the Son born from })is Shudra Wife. — 
'Satputrajy — he who has Sons liorn from Wives of all the four restes: — 'apiitrah ' — 
he who has no Sons bom from those Wives. Tho rulo is that no luore than the 
tenth part shall be given — {Bayhardnanda). 

' Satpvtrah ' — Having Sons. — No share over and above the tenth part shall be 
given to the Son of the Shiidra Wife — {Bandana). 

'Satputrajy — Having a Brahmana Son — {Bdmachandra), 

'Not more ^ — than the tenth pB,Tt-~{Apardrfi.a^ p. 735). 

The meaning is that the Son of the Shiidra Wife, oven though a ‘body-hom’ 
Son, does nob receive a full share, even when there are no otJier Son?!.- — Salpuirah'— 
having twice-born Sons; — 'Aputrah * — not having twice-born — On the death 
of such a man, hia Kfciraja and other Sons, or other Sapnidtr^, shall jiot give more 
than tho tenth pail, of hia property to his Son born of the ShOdra WdVt. Tiiip 
implies that in a case where a Brahmana has no Son of his own caste, his Sf»ns bom 
of Ksattriya and VaUhya Wives shall take his ontiro property — iMil'i! mra, p. 710). 

' Saputraiy (i.e. for 'aatpuirah ') — one who has fcwico-bom Sons; 'apuiray — one 
who has no twice-born Sons. — Says Laksmidhara — ‘If tho Father, being pleosecl 
with his Son bom of the Shudra Wife, gives him anybliing, he should give him only 
the tenth part of his property’. — According to Wddyvdht and PnrijnUi^ this text 
refers to such Sons as are bom of a married, Shiidra Wife and are absolutely devoid 
of good qualities — {Viiddarafndkora» p. 536). 

This refers hj a Son whf) not devoted to th(* Fatiicr's sendee- 
mddhava, p. 344). 

This precludes the giving of more than the tenth part bo tho Son of the Shudra 
Wife, even when there are no twice-bom Sons — {Ddyabhdga, p. 141). 

'Salpntrah ' — having Sons bom of the Wife of tho same caBFte os himself; — 
'arptdrdh '' — having no Sons bom of tho Wife of the same caste os himself. On the 
death of such a Brahmana^ his Kmiiriya and other Sons, or any one else 
who may inherit hia property, shall not give to hia Son bom of the Shudra Wife 
anything more than the ‘tenth part’ of hia pr<»perty. — From this same text it. 
follows that, if the Brahmana has no Brahmana Sons, his Sons bom of flio lisuflriya 
and Vaishya Wives ehail take all the prop*Tty of their Brahmana Father. — The 
texts of YdjUavaUya and others that have npokon of the ‘shares’ of tho Sons of 
all four castes receiving shares in the proportion f»f 4. 3, 2, 1, should bo taken as 
referring to such Sons of the Shudra Wife as are possrpsod of exceptionally good 
qualities — {Vlramitrodaya, p. 622). 

* Satputrah' — Having Sons of the three higlirr rostes — {Vihhdgasdra 
* ( 3 ) — Xhe Son of the Shudra Wife of n liHcc-bor)t person is not an ‘Tnlirrito?' 
of Property’. — ‘is that so nhsohitply?' — No I ■whatever his Father may give to 
hlTn — i.e. the tenth part, whn'h tho Father may have allotted tu him. — that shall he 
his property, and ho obtaiiis nothing moro out of liig paternal property. — Some 
people hold that this text refers to the Son I'tirn of aii uvnianied Shvdni woman: 
third argument being that lh<’ro is nothing in the text tf) iiidii ate the Mother being 
a married Wife; ao fc}»nt ■what tho text nirau^ i=» that for ilie Son born of a Shudra 
■woreaTh, tho provi.sion that the Father iiiav mnke for hi? mRUiteuanec, or any phare 
that ho might allot to him during liirs hle-tiine. — liml sliall he hia ]'iopertiy, and his 
Brothers need not give him nnytiiing In eonnectioii with this, Gnnioma (28.39) 
eays — ‘As regards the Sorb of uninniTiLd ■v^onlen. lliry ohalh it they ai'c obedient, 
receive enough for snbsistr-nro, in the manner of I’npila’.— Accriiding to these men, 
ho'wever, it "would ffdiow that the Song bom of unrnnmed Ksaffriyo and Vnhhya 
women arc entitlc’d to regular inheiitnnre, Riul it is lU't knowir to ■what shares the«e 
■would be entitled — {Medfid(ifhi). 
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(A) ‘Has a Son' — i.e. has a Son of one of the three higher castes; or 
‘no Son’ — ^i.e. has no Son of the same kind. — (B) 'Is not a sharer in the 
property', — ^i.e. not entitled to any property other than the tenth part of the 
Father’s property, — says the Kalpataru . — According to the Pdrijata however, 


The Son of the Shiidra Wife may get even more than the ‘tenth part’, if his 
Father has given it to him — ^Not an ‘inheritor of property ’ — beyond the tenth part , — 
‘His property'-, — i.e. what his Father may have given to him, that alone he shall 
get, beyond the tenth part — (Sarvajilanarayana). 

The Son bom to a Brahmana or Ksattriya or Vaishya — from a Skudra Wife — 
— does not inherit any property ; whatever his Father gives him, that alone shall be 
his property. — Here we have the negation of the share assigned to the Shiidra Son in 
Manu 9.154; this therefore should be treated as a case of option-, to be determined 
by considerations of the qualities of the Sons concerned; if they are possessed of 
superior qualities, they get the share as declared mider Manu 9.154; if they have 
no good qualities, they get no share, as declared in the present text. — Or, the denial 
of the ‘tenth part’ in the present text may be taken as referring to the Son of an 
unmarried Shiidra woman — (Kulliiha). 

In a case where the division is being made by the Sons, the Son of the Shidra 
Wife, if devoid of good qualities, shall not receive any inheritance. That is, the 
‘tenth part’ shall not be given to him — (Bandana). 

'Does not inherit'— i.e. if he is devoid of good qualities — (Ramachandra). 

This text precludes the Son of the Shiidra Wife from Inheritance, in cases where 
he has already got something from his Father, as a loving gift. If total exclusion 
were meant, then the texts ordaining shares for such a Son would become meaningless 
— (Apardrka, pp. 732 and 735). 

In a case where there are two Sons — one bom of a Shiidra Wife and another 
bom of a non-ShUdra Wife, — the Son of the former, if unmarried, is not entitled to 
inheritance and the whole property goes to the non-Shudra Son — (Smrtichandrikd, 
p, 614), 

This refers to cases where the Son of the Shiidra Wife has already received 
some property through his Father’s favour; in eases whore no such property has 
been given, the allotting of one share to him would not be repugnant to the present 
text. — [It is not right to take the present text as referring to the Son of an umnarried 
Shiidra woman — says the Balambhatti] — (Mitdksard, pp. 670-671). 

In a case where the Father, during his life-time has already given something 
to the Son bom of his Shiidra Wife, his Brothers need not give any share to him at 
the time of partition; in cases where the Father has not given him anything, he 
does receive a share — (Madanaparijdta, pp. 668-659). 

According to Lakpnldhara, — in a case where the Father, being pleased with the 
Son of his Shiidra Wife, wishes to give him some property, he should not give him 
anything more than the tenth part of his property ; such is the meaning of Manu 
9.164. According to this view, the assertion that ‘the Son of the Shiidra Wife shall 
not inherit property’ would mean that he is not entitled to anything that has 
not been given to him by his Father.- — According to Haldyudha and the Pdrijata, 
on the other hand, the former text (9.164) refers to such Son of the married Shiidra 
Wife as is devoid of good qualities, and the present text (165) refers to such Son of 
the unmarried Shiidra woman as is devoid of qualities, and precludes him from all 
share in the property.— (Fit'ddarotoal'ara, p. 636). 

There is no inconsistency between these two texts of Manu-, as the present 
text refers to eases where the Son in question has had some property given to him 
by his Father through his love for him — (Pardsharamddhava, p. 343). 

What is precluded here is the Son inheriting the Father’s property; and this 
should be taken as referring to cases where the Son has, through his Father’s favour, 
already received the ‘tenth part’ — (Ddyabhdga, p. 1411. 

This refers to cases where the Son has already got some property given to him 
by the Father, — so say the Southerners. — It refers to such Son of the unmarried 
Shiidra woman as is devoid of good qualities, — so say the Easterners. — This however 
carmot be right; as it is not proper to introduce only conditions — such as the presence 
or absence of good qualities, — apart from what is directly mentioned in the text ; 
and also because the question of the share of the Son of the unmarried Shiidra woman 
is going to be dealt with under the treatment of ‘ Slaves ’. — Hence, the former view 
is the right one — (Viramitrodaya, p. 896). 

This means that the Son of an unmarried Shiidra woman does not receive any 
share, even in the moveable property— (Vyavahdramayiikha, p. 103). 
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what is meant is that the Son of the duly married Shudra Wife also, who is 
entirely devoid of all good qualities, is not entitled to any share in the 
Father’s property at all. 

Brhaspati (25.31) — 

[1001] ‘If a childless person has a Son born to him of a Shudra woman, and 
he is obedient and endowed with good qualities, he shall receive a 
maintenance ; the Sapir/daa shall take the rest of the property.’ 

'Childless' — ^i.e. the man who has no Son of the three higher castes. — 
‘ Sapindas' — those that are nearmost; in the absence of those, even remoter 
ones. 

This rule applies to the Son of an unmarried Shudra woman; as the 
context in which it occurs related to unmarried woman.* 

Manu (9.173) — , 

[1002]— ‘If a Son is born to a Shudra, from a slave-girl, or from the slave-girl 
of a slave, — he shall, when permitted, receive a share. — Such is the 
settled Law.’ f 


* The simple meaning is that the property of the childless person goes to his 
Sapindas — (Apardrka, p. 736). 

This refers to the Son of a woman not married to the man — [Vivadaratndkara, 
p. 636). 

What is meant is that the Son shall be given some land for cultivation which 
should suffice for his subsistence — (Daydbkdga, p. 141). 

This is what is done after the death of the Father — {Vyavahdramayukha, 
p. 103). 

If a Brahmane, has no Sons of the three higher castes, his property goes to his 
Sapindas. — ^Thia refers to oases where the man has a Shudra Son born of a woman 
not married to him. In case he has a Shudra Son bom of a tmrricd Shudra Wife, 
he would be entitled to a share in the property — {VibhagasSra 12.2-11). 

t In the ease of Shudras, the cluld bom from an unmarried woman, or from 
an ‘unauthorised woman’, is a ‘Son’. — ^Frora the present text, it is clear that if a 
slave is to begot a child upon a slave-girl belonging to another slave, that child would 
belong to the former. — 'When permitted’ — by his Father — 'shall receive a share ', — 
equal to that of the ‘Legitimate’ Son, — ^when the partition is made during the 
Father’s life-time, — or when the Father has declared to his Sons that ‘this ohdd 
shall receive a share equal to yours’. — ^If however the Father does not permit it, 
what should be done has been declared in another Smyti-text — ‘the Son bom to a 
Shudra from a female slave shall receive a share according to the Father’s wish; 
but on the Father’s death, his Brothers shall assign to him half-a-share ; if he has 
no Brothers, he shall take the entire property except when there are his Father’s 
Daughter’s Sons {Ydjhavalkya 2.133-134, vide 1001 below). If the latter are there, 
they shall be treated as * legitimate ’ Sons of their maternal grandfather. — ^In 
the case of the Brdhmana and other castes. Sons born of slave-girls are entitled 
to mere subsistence — (Hedhdiithi). 

If a Son is bom to a Son from an unmarried slave-girl, — or from a slave-girl 
belonging to his slave, — such a Son shall receive a share, if permitted by his Father; 
if not permitted, he shall receive bare maintenance. — This unplies that the Shudra 
may have a ‘Son’ born to him from a slave-girl not married to him, but belonging 
to him somehow, — but not from a woman married to some one ei\6e~{Sarvajrla- 
ndrdyana). 

If a Son is bom to a Shudra from a slave-girl of any kind, — or from a slave-girl 
related to a slave, — this Son, if permitted by the Father, shall receive a share equal to 
that of his Sons from his married Wives — {Kulluka). 

The Son born to a Shudra from a slave-girl, or from the Wife of a slave of his, 
— that Son, when permitted by the Father, during his life-time, shall receive a share 
equal to that of his Sons by his married Wives — [Rdqhavdnanda). 

The addition of the qualification 'when permitted ’ implies that if he is not 80 
permitted, he shall not receive it — (Nandana). 

' Ddsydm' — i.e. from a Shudra unfe, married to him. — Ddsaddsydm the 

slave-girl belonging to his slave — {Mamachandra). 
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YdjrUxvalkya (2.133) — 

[1003] ‘The Son bom to a Shiidra from a slave-girl shall receive a share, 
if the Father so wishes it. On the death of the Father, his Brothers 
should give him half-a-share.’ 

That is, if the Shiidra has a Son bom to him from an unmarried Shiidra 
woman, he obtains a share if the Father so wishes it. If there has been no 
such wish, the said Son is entitled to a share which shall be half of that of 
his step-brother — i.e. the Son born to the said Father from his married Wife. 
He goes on— 

[1004] ‘If he has no Brothers, he shall take the entire property, except when 
there are no Daughter’s Sons ’ — (Ydjnavalkya 2.134). 

That is, the Son of the unmarried woman shall take the entire property, 
only if the deceased has left no Son or Daughter’s Son from his married Wife.* 


‘'Ddaydm' — from a slave-girl belonging to any of the categories enumerated 
by Manu. — ‘ Ddsaddeydm’ , — from a slave belonging — not married — to a slave of 
his. — According to the Kalpaiaru. this means the slave-girl belonging to his servant 
— (Vivddaratndkara, p. 637). 

In the case of the Shidra, his Son born from a slave-girl or other woman, not 
married to him, shall, if permitted by the Father, receive a share equal to that of 
his other Sons — (Ddyabhdga, p. 143). 

‘ When permitted' — by the Father — {Vibhdgasdra 13.1.1). 

* When a man has no Brothers, — and the dead Father has left no Daughters or 
Daughter’s Sons, — he would be entitled to take the whole property. — The mention 
of the ‘ Daughter’s Son’ as providing an exception implies that, of twice-bom persons 
Daughter’s Sons inherit the property if there are no Sons — {Viahvarupa). 

When ‘one has no Brother’, — bom of a married Wife of his Father, — and 
there are no Daughter’s Sons, — the said man shall inherit the entue paternal 
property; in case there are Daughter’s Sons, he shall receive only half — {Apardrka). 

If there are no Sons bom from a married Wife, then the Son bom of the slave- 
girl shall inherit the entire property; but only if there are no Daughters bom from 
his married Wives, or Sons of such Daughters. In case these latter are there, the 
said Son shall receive only half of the property. — The fecial mention of the 'Shiidra ’ 
in this connection implies that in the case of twice-bom persons. Sons bom of 
slave-girls are not entitled to either the whole or half of the property, even if the 
Father wiahea it-, it is his Daughters who receive it; as for the Son in question, he 
receives only his maintenance — (Mifakaard). 

The slave-girl’s Son — if he has no Brother bom of his Father’s married Wife, — 
and if there are no Daughters bom— of his Father’s married Wife, — or Sons of such 
Daughters, — shall inherit the entire property — ( Vlramitrodaya-Tikd on Ydjnavalkya). 

If there is no Son bom from a married Wife, — ^nor Sons of Daughters bom from a 
married Wife, — the Son bom from a slave-girl shall receive the entire property of the 
Father — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 538). 

‘ Abhratj-kah’— -having no Brother bom from the married Wife of his Father. — 
He shall receive the Father’s entire property ; — if there are no Daughters bom from 
the Father’s married Wife, — or Sons of such Daughters. If these are there, the 
said Son shall receive only half of the property. — The special mention of 
the Shiidra implies that in the case of twice-born persons, the Son bom from a 
slave-girl cannot, in any case, receive any shore in the Father’s property ; food 
and clothing would bo all that he would receive — (Madanapdrijdta, p, 659). 

One who has no Brother born from his Father's married Wife shall receive the 
entire property, if there are no Daughter’s Sons. In case there is a Daughter’s Son, 
the property shall be divided equally — (Ddyabhdga, p. 143). 

A Son born to a Shiidra from an rmmarried woman receives a share if the 
Father so wishes it; on the death of the Father, he receives a share which is half of 
what is received by the Sons of the married Wife of the deceased. — ‘Dvhitmdm 
autddrte’ — i.e. if there is no Daughter or Daughter’s Son — (Vibhdgaadra 13.1-2). 

The Father makes the share of the Shiidra Son equal to that of the Son of the 
slave-girl. ' Kdmatah’ — i.e. — according to the Father’s wish. — ‘Duhitrndm, etc.’- — If 
the Daughter’s Son is there, then the said Son is to have the same share as that of 
the Daughter’s Son — (Ddyanirnaya 16.2-3). 
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Gautama (28.46) — 

[1006] ‘Sons bom from Wives married in the reverse order shall be treated 
like the Son from a Shudra woman.’ 

That is, if a Son is bom to a Shudra or others from a woman of the 
Vaishya or other higher castes, — ^they should be treated like the Son of 
a Shudra woman, — i.e. he is to receive something, — in the shape of the 
plough-share and such things, — ^to serve as the means of his subsistence. * 


SBOTION (L) — P.iBTITION AMONG THE SONS OF DrVIDBD COPAEOBNEES 

‘The Son of divided coparceners’ is of two kinds: — (o) one who was 
in the Mother’s womb at the time of partition, and (b) one conceived after 
partition. — ^With reference to the former, says Ydjnavalhya (2.123) — 

[1006] ‘(A) If after partition, a Son is born of a Wife of the Son’s own caste 
that Son shall be entitled to a share; — (B) Or, he shall receive a share 
out of whatever may be found with the Brothers, — ^taking into account 
the subsequent income and expenditure.’ 

(A) ‘ Vibhagabhak’ — i.e. he becomes entitled to a share in the property. — 
(B) 'Drshyadva, etc., etc.’ — i.e. out of tliat property alone which may be 
found, — or out of both what m found and what is not found. — of the property 
that had been already received by the Brothers. — ‘Income’ — what may have 
accrued subsequently; — ‘expenditure’ — ^what may have been spent; out of 
the property that is found, the subsequent accretions should be deducted; 
and the new-born Son is to got his share out of what remains of the Bather s 
property after the expenses incurred since partition, and keeping out of it, 
what may have acemed to it, since the last partition. — The two options 
herein set forth (A and B) relate to two distinct cases — of the Son concerned 
possessing or not possessing superior qualifications; — so says Halayudha.'f 


* The meaning is that the Sons bom of the other castes are to be treated like 
the Son born from a Shudra Wife; i.e. they are to receive mere subsistence; provided 
they are obedient, like pupils — {Vivddaratnakara, p. 531). 

The Son bom to the Shudra or other castes, from Wives of the Vaishya or other 
higher castes, receives something in the shape of the plough and such other imple- 
ments necessary for earning a livelihood ; just like the Son born (to tlie higher castes) 
from a Shudra woman — (Vibhdgasdra 13.1-4). . tt u , 

t (A) In a case where the Sons have divided the property durmg the r ather s 
life-time, before the Mother has passed the child-bearing age, — and a Son is born 
after the division,— this Son also is entitled to the property; a,nd this could be 
so only if the ‘ ownership ’ of the new-born Son were already in-bom m him; otherwi^, 
if ‘ownership ’ were something created by Partition, then the new-bora ^n could 
not have any right to the property, as he was not born at the time of the Partition. 
— Though it is not expressly stated to what share he would be entitled, it is to be 
understood that it is the Father’s share to which ho is entitled; as aocordmg to 
Gautama, ‘ the Sou horn after partition receives the Father s share .—(B) In case the 
Father has no property of his own (having resented no part of the property for lum^lf 
when he divided it among his Sons), the Son born after partition shall receive his 
share out of such property as may be ‘visible , i.e. found,- but '”*11 ffos difference 
that what may have been earned by those Brothers should be c^eluded, and account 
he taken also of what may have been spent out of it after this has been done, 
what remains shall be divided equally among all the Brothers, mcludmg the new- 

b.'" » r 

the 'ather of a Wife belonging to the same caste as himsell- -tins Son receives the 
‘Father’s share ’. In ease there is no ‘Father’s share . then a share for the sa,d bon 
shall be found, out of the produce of such lands and other property as may be 
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found after the partition had been made, — after due account has been taken of 
‘ income and expenditure * — {Apa/rarka). 

(A) This text lays down the manner in which share may be allotted to the Son 
bom after partition. — After the Sons have become separated from the Father, if a 
Son is bom to the latter from a Wife belonging to the same caste as him self, this 
Son ‘shall receive a share’. In the compound ^vibhdgabhdk\ the term ^vibh^a' 
stands for what is divided^ — i.e. the Property ; and what the Son in question ‘ receives ’ 
i^hhak') is the ’’vibhaga^^ Property, of the parents. — But the Mother’s share he shall 
receive only if there is no Daughter [wo Daughter or Daughter's Son, according to the 
Subodhinl’, no Daughter of the same caste as the Father, according to BdlambhattV]. 
— If the Son in question is bom of a Wife belonging to a caste different from the 
Father’s, he receives only his own share out of the Father’s share, but the Mother’s 
share he receives entire — but only if the Mother has left no Daughter or Daughter’s 
Sons. This is what has been declared by Manu (9.216). Whatever has been 
acquired by the Father after the Sons have become separated shall go in its entirety 
to the Son bom after the separation, as laid down in the Text ‘ Putraify saha mbhaJctena, 
etc.' {Brhaspati 25.19).- — In case the separated Sons have become re-united with the 
Father, then after the Father’s death, the ‘Father’s property’ shall be shared with 
those by the Son born after the former partition; as declared by Manu in 9.216 — 
(B) The second line lays down the rule regarding the case where a Son is born after 
the existing Sons have divided the property among themselves on the Father’s 
death. The word Hadvibhdgah' means the ^vibhdga', share, of the Son bom after 
partition among the Brothers. — 'From where would this share come ?’. — Answer — 
'DrshydV, ‘from out of what is found*; i.e. out of the property inlierited by the 
Brothers, — such of this property as may be computed after taking into account the 
xncoTne and expenditure. ^Income* stands for the daily, monthly or yearly produce: 
and 'expenditure* for the repaying of the Father’s debts; — ^what remains of the 
property after these two items have been taken into account, — out of that, his 
share is to be given to the Son in question. That is to say, the Brothers shall add 
to their individual shares all the income that may have accrued to each of them 
since partition, — then they shall pay all the debts left by the Father, — then each 
of them shall contribute a part of bis share and thereby make up a share for the 
Brother bom after the partition, which should be equal to their own individual 
share. — ^This same rule applies to the case where one of the Brothers, who had no 
children at the time of the partition, has a Son bom to him {after his death — adds the 
BdlambhaUX) from his Wife in whom eigne of pregnancy were not perceptible before 
his death. In cases where such signs have been perceptible, the partition should 
be postponed till delivery takes place; as has been declared by Vashistha (17.41) — 
{Mitdksard). 

On this, the Bdlamhhatfi has the following notes — Some digest-writers have 
explained the second sentence (B) as setting forth an optional alternative to what 
has been said in the preceding sentence (A); others again have construed the two 
sentences together. — Neither of these explanations is right. That is why the 
Mitdksard has taken the two sentences entirely separately; — the first sentence 
pertaining to cases where the partition has been done during the Father's life-time, 
and the new Son has been bora after that partition; while the Ejecond sentence 
pertains to cases where the partition has been after the Father's de/xth, and the Son 
has been born after that partition. — 'Income* stands for the profits that each Brother 
may have made after the partition, over his own share of the property, by means 
of Agriculture and other methods; and 'expenditure* stands for the payment of such 
debts as the Father had incurred in the maintaining of the family. — A further 
explanation has been added (by the Mitdksard) with a view to preclude the meaning 
that the ‘income’ and the ‘expenditure* are to be excluded from the property to be 
shared by the new-bora Brother. Bach Brother shall give out of his share what 
may be proportionate to his share at the time. — ^What is meant is as follows: — 
Though the Father’s property had been partitioned, yet (by reason of the birth of 
the new Brother), it should be treated as noUpartitioned; in view of the fact that 
that the child in the womb, by virtue of being the Father’s child, was as much 
entitled to a share in his property as the other Sons; hence, if it was in the Mother’s 
womb at the time of the Father’s death and was born subsequently, it is entitled 
to share his property and in the profits accmed to that property. If the child is 
a mate one, its share shall be equal to that of each of the other Sons; and if it is 
feinale, it ^all receive a quarter of such Bh.exQ-~{Bdlamhhalpi). 

This text lays down the rule regarding the share of the Son bom after partition. 

(A) After the Sons have been divided, if a Son is bom to one, from a Wife belonging 
to the same caste as himself, he receives a share, — i.e. proper share — out of the 
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entire property thnt has been already divided among the Brothers, — after deducting 
from it the accretions to it (since partition) and the expenses incurred out of it. — 
(B) In case the Son born after partition is entirely devoid of good qualities, then 
he shall receive a share only out of what may be ‘visible’, in the shape of cows, 
buffaloes and the like; after taking into accouirt the accretions and tho losses. — It 
might be argued that, in accordance with Ndrada’s text, there should be no partition 
while there is any likelihood of a Son being bom; how then could there be any Son 
bom after ’partition ? — ^But what is asserted by Ndrada is often set aside by the strong 
desire of the Father to divide the property among his Sons. — If this were not so, 
then the present text of YdjAavalkya would have no sense at all. — In fact, the present 
text refers to cases where the child has been already in the womb at the time of 
partition. In regard to the Son conceived after partition, we have the rules laid 
down by Manu 9.216 and others — {Viramitrodai/a-fikd on Ydjnavdtkya). 

This text, as also Visnu’s text — 'pitrvibhaktd, etc. etc.’ (Text No. 1005), 
refers to the case of a Son who was in the womb at the time of partition and was 
bom after the partition ; and the meaning is that such a Son should be given his 
share made up of something given out of his own share by each of the Brothers 
among whom the property has been divided. — A Son other than the said one (i.e. 
one who is born after partition), shall receive the Father’s share, as declared by 
Manu and others; and this declaration refers to the Son whose conception (pre- 
sence in the womb) was not definitely known at the time of partition; because in 
cases where signs of pregnancy are distinctly perceptible, there can be no partition 
(tiU delivery takes place). So says the Author of the Prakdsha. — Haldyudha, 
quoting this text of YdjAavalkya, after that of (No. 1005), says — what is 

meant is that in ease the Son born after partition from the Wife of the same caste 
as oneself is endowed with good qualities, he receives his due share out of the whole 
of the partitioned property, — what is visible and what is not visible — if, on the other 
hand, he is devoid of good qualities, then he receives his share only out of what is 
visible — ‘drshydt’, in the shape of grains and such things, produced from the lands; 
after deducting the debts incurred by the Brothers — [V ivd^raindkara, pp. 539-540). 

This refers to oases where a Son has been born after the partition is made after 
the Father’s death, During the Father’s life-time, signs of pregnancy were not 
clearly discernible in the Mother; after the Father’s death, when the Sons have 
divided the property among themselves, a Son is born to the Mother; this Son is 
entitled to a share, — 'vibhdga’ is the same as ‘bhdga’; that is, he receives a share 
made up of portions taken from the property already partitioned; — or he shall 
receive his share ‘out of what is visible’, — i.e. such property as household-utensils, 
conveyances, milch cattle, ornaments, slaves and so forth; the e.xact extent of these 
being determined by taking into account the accretions and tho losses. The term 
■visible’, ‘drskya’, serves to preclude tho assigning of his share out of such articles 
as may be hidden. — ^Though the Son born after the partition is as good a Son as 
the others, yet, in as much as his existence could not be known at the time of 
partition, it is only fair and equitable that there should be a slight diminution in 
the share aUottad to him. It is in view of this that the second alternative (B) has 
been set forth. — At the same time, as the fact of his existence not being known 


at the time of partition was not due to any fault of his own, thors is no groat 
impropriety in the first alternative (A) either — {Srnrticharvdrikd, pp. 711-712). 

This refers to ancestral property — {Ddyabhaga, p. 132). 

(B) In the compound ‘ tadvibhdgah ’, tho pronoun ‘ tat ’ stands for the Son born 
after partition; — ‘vd’ means ‘era’; his share shall come out of that only which is 
*d/r8hga\ visible , — and which is ^ dyavyayavishodhita ; — dya stands for the profit 
that has accrued to the share of each Brother through his agricultural and other 
operations; ‘vyaya’ for such necessary items of expenditure as tho payinoat of the 
Father’s debts, the maintenance of the Household and the like.— Thus the meaning 
is that the profits shall be added to, and the expenditure deducted from, the property 
inlierited by the Brothers, and then each of the Brother shall give, oat of his share, 
a proportionate part, in such a way a.s to provide for the new-born Brother a share 
equal to that of each of them.— In cases where, m the Mother or vhe Sister-m-law, 
signs of pregnancy are already perceptible, tho partition has to bo postponed till 

the deliverv— (.Madonnpdri/dto, p. 6.)6). . . r n „ r 

(A) The first sentence lays down the method of appoitioumg the sham of the 
Son that may be born after partition. The mo^ng is as follows:— After the SoM 
have divided the property, if a Son is born of the Wife belonging to the same caste 
as the Husband, he receives the share of his parents; the M, hors share going to 
him onlv if she has no Daughters.-If the Son born after partition is from a Wife of 
a different caste, he receives only his own share out of the Father s share (not the 
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Visnu (17.3)— 

[1007] ‘ Those who have become separated from the Father shall give a 
share to the Son that may be horn after the partition.’ 


whole), but of the Mother’s property, he receives the whole, provided there is no 
Daughter. — The qualification ‘ of the same caste ’ impilies that, if the Sou is bom of the 
Wife of a different caste, he receives only his own share out of the Father’s property; 
but of the Mother’s property, he gets the whole, if there is no Daughter. — (B) In 
the second sentence, what is meant is that — in cases where, after the Father’s 
death, his property has been divided by the Sons among themselves, — and after 
that a Son is born of a Wife of their Father’s in whom signs of pregnancy were not 
discernible at the time of partition, — his share shall consist of what the Brothers 
give hhn out of the property inherited by them, as determined after accounting 
for the accretions and deductions during the interval — such share being equal to 
their own hidividual share. — This same rule applies also to the case of the posthumous 
Son being bom of the Sister-in-law in whom signs of pregnancy had not been dis- 
cernible at the time of partition. In cases where such signs are clearly discernible, 
the partition has to be postponed till the child is born — {Pardskaramddhava, 
pp. 339-341). 

(A) Yajnamlhya lays dowit the method of apportioning the share of the Son 
born after partition. WTieii the Sons have become separated, either by their 
Father’s or by their own wish, during the life-time of the Parents, — if another Son is 
bom to the Father from a Wife of the same caste as himself, that Son is entitled to a 
share; — 'vibhaga’ is share, of the Parents, — and this goes to the said Son; but the 
Mother’s share goes to him only if there are no Daughters. — The quaUfication ‘of 
the same caste ’ implies that if the Son is born of a Wife of a different caste, he receives 
only his own share out of the Father’s share, but of the Mother’s property, he gets 
the whole, if there is no Daughter. — (B) In the second sentence what Yajhavalkya 
means is that, — in eases where, after the Father’s death, his property has been 
divided by the Sons among themselves, — and after that a Son is bom to a Wife 
of their Father hi whom signs of pregnancy were not discernible at the time of 
partition, — each of the former Sons shall give — out of the property inherited by 
them, as computed in accordance with the income and expenditure since the parti- 
tion, — to that new-bom Son, enough to make his share equal to their own. — 
‘Drshydt’ — out of what has been inherited by the Sons . — ' Aya’ the daily, monthly 
and yearly income that has accrued to the property; — ‘vyaya’ — expenditure, incurred 
in the paying of the Father’s debts and in the marriage of the Sisters ; the fulfilment 
of these two liabilities being a duty incumbent on all Sons-, — the ‘expenditure’ 
meant here cannot be the expenses incurred by the Brothers on their own account; 
as such expenditure can have no bearing upon the point at issue ; — out of the Father's 
property, which has been 'vishodhita' — fairly computed, — in view of the said 
income and expenditure, the newly bom Son is to receive a share equal to the 
share of e£ioh of the other Sons, — What is meant is that the profits that may have 
accrued to the share of each of the Brothers shall be added to the Father’s property, 
—the amount spent over the necessary liabilities shall be deducted from it — and out 
of the property thus computed, each Brother shall give out of his share to the new- 
bom Brother, enough to make his share equal to their own. — ^The particle ‘vd’ in 
the second sentence indicates that tliis sentence puts forward a second option: 
but an option only in the sense explained above. — Halayudha has explained 
’dTshyat’ as such properly as is visible, and not hidden, — and has explained that the 
second sentence pertains to cases where the Son born after the partition is possessed 
of qualities that are inferior to those possessed by the other Sons. — But thi.s view 
is not correct — ( Vlramitrodaya, pp. 589-692). 

This refers to cases whore, after the partition made after the Father's death, 
a Son is born to the Mother or her Co-wife, or of the Brother’s Wife, — in whom signs 
of pregnancy were not discernible at the time of partition. — The share of this Son 
is to be made up by each of the Brothers giving a portion out of his share in such a 
way as to make the share of the new-bom Son equal to their own individual shares— 
{Vyavahdramayulcha, p. 105). 

WTiat is meant is that, if a Son was in the womb at the time of partition, and 
is born subsequently, — he also is entitled to receive a share ; — ’ dyavyayavishodhitdt' . 
—computed by taking into account the income and the expenditure; i.e. he receive- 
his .share in the property, from what remains of it after such computation.— 
'Drshydd vd’ — i.e. out of what is visible as well as what is not visible, — both kinds of 
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The meaning of this is the same as that of the preceding text.* 

In regard to the second kind of Son born after Partition [i.e. one who 
was not in the womb at the time of Partition], says Manu (9.216) — 

[1008] (A) ‘If a Son is born after partition, he shall receive the share of the 
Father only. — (B) If any be reunited with him, he should share it with 
them.’ 

(A) What is indicated by the particle ‘eaa', ‘only', is that the new-born 
Son spoken of here does not receive his share out of the share of his Brothers, 
— as is done by the Son who had been in the womb (at the time of partition), 
— what he receive.? is only the Father’s property. — ^In regard to this also 
there is a further peculiarity: If the Son in question is desirous of having 
his share while the Father is still alive, and the Father also is agreeable to this 
division, — then the Father’s share in the property should be divided into 
two parts, — one for the Father and one for the Son born after partition. On 
the death of the Father however, his entire property goes to the said Son 
bom after partition. — (B) In case the Father has become ‘reunited’ with 
his Brother, or with his Son (who had become separated), — and then dies, — 
the new-born Son obtains the Father’s share (in this reunited joint property). 

[This same text is quoted and commented upon in Section (1) where the 
explanation is — ‘If having been asserted that the new-born Son alone is 
entitled to inherit the property, the meaning of the second line must be that 
it is only when there is no new-born Son that the reunited Son can inherit the 
Father’s share, f 


what they had got at the partition. — 'Aya' is income, accretion; 'mjaya', expenditure, 
diminution. — Hence, he shall receive his diare out of what remains after the paying 
off of the liabilities, — but rtot including in it anything that may have accrued to it 
since the partition. — ^According to Haldyudha, the two optional alternatives are in 
reference to the freedom being endowed or not endowed with superior quaUfications 
— [Vibhagaadra 13.1-6). 

* The divided Sons shall make good the share of the Son who was in the womb 
at the time of the partition, — irrespectively of the fact of the pregnancy being 
known or unknown to people — {Vivddachandra 20.1—8). 

(See notes on preceding text, for notes from Vivadaratndkara.) 

This text refers to the Son born after partition made during the Father’s life- 
time.— In a case where the Sons have become separated from the Father, — and 


after this partition another Son is born to the Father of his Wife m whom signs of 
pregnancy were not discernible at the time of partition, — the former Sons shall give 
to tViia Son his share which, by reason of their ignorance of his existence (in the 
Mother’s womb), become included in their own. — ^The Father need not give him 
the share that is contained in the share retained by the Father for himself ; but he 
shall continue to live with the new-bora Son, — Shaving received, on behalf of this Sou, 
his share given by his elder Brothers; because this Son would require to be looked 
after during his minority. — ^This is the reason why the Text declares that ‘those 
separated from the Father should give', and 'not that the Father and those separated 
from him should give’ — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 709). 

If the land and other ancestral property have been partitioned, then the new-born 
Son shall receive his share of that property from his Brothers — (Dayabhdga, p. 131). 

If by chance, the ancestral property has been partitioned before the Mother 
has passed the child-bearing age,— then what is declared in the present text is to be 
done —This does not refer to the Father’s self-acquired property; as if it did, it 
would be inconsistent with Brhaspati's text by which the Father’s share goes entuely 
to the new-born Son (vide Text No. 1008 below)^(Vyavaharamayukha, p. 105) 

t (A) After the partition has been made, — m which the Father iias taken 
two shares for himself,— if a Son happen to be born, he shaU receive these two 
shares, during the Father’s Ufo-time,— if the Father so wishes— or alter the Father s 
death- and his elder Brothers shall not complain as to why he sho^d have too 
shares If. however, such is not the Father’s wish, then he shall be assigned a share 
equal to their own.— (B) In case the separated Sons of Father become reunited 
vrith him, after the partition has been made, then the F^her s share, on his d.eath, 
shall go to them, and the additional property aeorumg therefrom shall be assigned 
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Brhaspati (25.17) — 

[1009] ‘When half-brothers or uterine Brothers have become separated 
from the Father, — the Sons born subsequently shall receive the Father’s 


by them as the share of the new-born Brother- This property thus devolves upon 
the Son, and after the Father’s death, he receives his share out of that same property, 
in accordance with what has been declared by Manu under 9.210 — -(Medhatithi). 

(A) ‘Of the Father alone ’ — This implies that at the partition, during his life- 
time, the Father has to have a share for himself. If several Sons are born after the 
partition, that same ‘Father’s share’ shall be divided among all of them. — (B) If 
some of the Sons become ‘reunited* with the Father, then, as their property shall 
have become merged in the Father’s property, that whole property shall be divided 
among all the Brothers — {Sarvajnandrdyana). 

(A) Where, at the wish of the Sons, the Father has made a division of the 
property during his life-time, — if another Son is born to him after that division, — 
this Son, on the Father’s death, shall receive only what belonged to the Father. — 
(B) In case the separated Sons have become ‘reunited’, — and their properties 
amalgEimated with the Father’s, — then the said Son shall share that amalgamated 
property with the reunited Sons — (KuUuka). 

In all cases where the division of the property has been made by the Father, — 
if a child is born after the division, — then, on the Father’s death, he shall receive the 
property that had fallen to the share of the Father at the time of the partition. — 
(B) If some of the separated Sons have become ‘reunited’ with the Father, the 
Father shall divide his property equally among those and the new-born Son. In a 
case where the Mother has evinced signs of pregnancy before the Father’s death, 
if there is no ‘Father’s share’ that could go to the posthiunous Son, the other Sons, 
even though separated, shah provide a share for him — (Bdghavananda). 

He shall receive only the Father’s share, and he shall have no share in the 
property assigned to the other Sons. An exception is added — In the event of 
some Sons having become ‘reunited’ with the Father, the new-born Son shall share 
the united property equally with them — (Nandana). 

If the Sons have become ‘reunited’ with the Father, he shall share his property 
with them — (Rdmachandra), 

‘Pitryam’ — ‘pitroh idam', ‘belonging to the Parents’-, which would be in keeping 
with another text which declares that ' the Son born before partition is not entitled 
to the share of the Parents, and the Son born after partition is not entitled to the 
share of the Brothers ’. — If certain Sons, who had become separated from the Father, 
have become reunited with him, then, after the Father’s death, the Son born after 
partition shall share it with those reunited Sons — (Mildkmra, pp. 651—653). 

The Son born after the partition shall take only the Father’s share, not the 
share of the Brothers. In the absence of the Father and other Brothers, the said 
Son shall share the property with the ‘reunited’ Brothers. — No significance attached 
to the singular number in ‘Jdtah’ [i.e. even if there are several Sons thus born, the 
same rule is applicable] — (Apardrka, p. 729). 

‘Pitryam ’ — what belongs to the parents . — If some Sons who had become 
separated from the Father, had become ‘reunited’ with him, then the Son born 
after partition shall share the property with them — (Madanaparijdta, p. 665). 

After the Sons have become separated from the Father, if a Son is born, this 
Son shall receive the entire share of the Father, after his death; while during the 
Father’s life-time, he shall receive only a part of the Father’s share. The particle 
‘eva’ imphes that he shall receive nothing out of the shares of the separated Brothers 
— ( Vivadaratndkara, p. 538). 

Those born after the partition are entitled to the Father’s share only, and tlie 
other Sons shall have no share in that shore. If, however, a separated Sonhad become 
‘reunited’ with the Father, then, in that case, the Son bom after partition shall 
share the Father’s share with that ‘reunited’ Son — {Vivddachandra 20.1—8). 

The particle ‘ eva ’ indicates that if the Son has been in the womb at the time 
of partition, ho receives his share out of the shares of his Brothers; but if his 
conception has taken place after the partition, then ho receives only that which 
had fallen to the share of the Father — {Vibhdgasdra 13.1—10). 

In a ease where the Father and Son have become reunited after partition, — 
if there is another Son still separated from the Father, — and no other Son is born 
after the said ‘reunion’, — then the whole property of the Father shall go to the 
reunited’ Son, not to the Son who has remained separated — (Ddyanirruiya 22.1-6). 
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share. The Son born before (partition) has no right over the Father’s 
share; and the one born after partition has no right over the share of 
the Brothers.’ 

\Seeond half quoted again as Text No. 1067 below.] 

'The Sons born subsequently’ — (i.e. conceived before, but bom after, the 
partition) — ^receive only the Father’s share, — ^just like those (conceived as 
well as) born to the Father after he has been separated from the other Sons. 
— ‘ The Son born after partition has no right, etc. etc .’ — that is, the Son born 
before partition and the Son born after partition are equal [in the sense that 
the former does not share the Father’s property and the latter does not share 
the Brothers' property].* 


' Pitryameva’,‘oi the Father alone’, has to be construed with the second sentence 
also. Hence there is no inconsistency with what has been said before. This rule 
refers to the case where the Father has died while living conjointly with the Son 
born after partition — (SmriichandrikS, p. 711). 

If the separated Sons become ‘reunited’ with the Father, they are entitled to 
shore the Father’s property with the Sou born after the previous partition — 
{Parasharamddhava, p. 340). 

The Father has divided the Sons, retaining for himself the share ordained in 
the Scriptures, — and then he dies, while living apart from liis Sons; in this case, 
the Son that may have been born after the said division shall receive the Father’s 
whole share, as lus own. — In a case where the Father has died after being ‘ reunited ’ 
with some of his separated Sons, the Son born after partition shall give shares in the 
Father’s property to those ‘reunited’ Sons — (Ddyabhdga, p. 130). 

In oases where the Father has made the partition during his Ufe-time, the Son 
bom liter that partition, — if bom from a Wue of a different caste, — ^receives only 
that to which hia caste entitles him , not the entire share of the Father. — 'Pitryam’ is 
‘the property of the Parents’; it is this alone that the Son shall take, in accordance 
with the rule relating to Sons of different castes. — The particle ‘eva’ implies that his 
Brothers are not to extract parts of their shares, others make up his share for him 
equal to their own. — If some of the Sons, after separating from the Father, have 
become ‘reunited’ with him, then, the Father’s share shall be shared with these, 
and the whole of it shall not be taken by the new-born Son.—{ViramitTodayu, 


pp. 690-591). 

If any Son becomes ‘reunited’ with the Father, then the iiroperty shall bo shared 
with him — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 104). 

* The right reading is ‘Purvajah vibhaktdjashcha sama ityarlhah’. 

The meaning of the second sentence is that the Son born before partition has 
no right over the property of the parents, from whom they have separated; and the 
Son bom after partition has no right over the share of the elder Brother — 

(Mitdkmrd, p. 653). j xv, r 

If the share of the previously-born Sons happen to be large, and that ot the 
subsequently-born ones small, — consisting as the latter does of the Father s share 
divided among them, — even then, the latter are not to receive anything out of the 
share of the Brothers previously separated — {Apardrka, p. 729). 

^ PuTvcijah* — one bom before partition; i-e* one who has become separated 
from the Father, — ‘has no right’ over the Father’s share; and the ‘vibhaki^ah’, 
Sou borh to the Father after his separation from the elder Son, ‘has no right’ over 
the Brother’s share — (V ivddaratndkara, p. 53S). , t- > u > 

The word ‘ pitrbhdgahardh’ means ‘having a share only m the Father s shMe . 
This refers to those whose conception has taken place after the partition. The 
third line provides the reason for what has been asserted regarding the subsequently- 
born Son receiving a share in the Father’s share only. 'Anlshah — having no right. 
The sentence 'anishah purvajah pitrye’ should be understood to mean— because 
they have been separated from t’ne Father ’ ; and the phrase ' hhrdlrblMge vihhaldagafy 
to mean— ‘because the property of the Son born after partition did not enter into 
the propertv of the Brothers’ — [SmrtichandTikd, p. 710). . ,. v, c n, 

‘ Pdroamh’— one born before partition, who has already got hus share out of the 
Father’s property; the Son born after partition also ‘has no right over the share ot 
the Brother. The last sentence provides the reason for what has gone betoie 
(Vvramitrodaya,pp. 590-691). 
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Again — 

[1010] ‘The property that has been acquired by the Father himself after 
being separated from his Sons goes entirely to the Son born after that 
sepeiration; those born before have been declared as having no right 
over it. — ^As in regard to the Property, so also in regard to Debts, 
Gifts, Pledges, and purchases, they have no concern with each other; 
barring impurity and water-oSerings.’ 

(a) If a Son was in the womb at the time of separation (Peirtition), — 
and was born after the partition, — ^the share of such a Son should be 
made up by the divided co-sharers out of their own respective shares; — (6) 
any other Son that may be born to the Father after his sepeiration from his 
Sons (who was not aheadj’ in the womb at the time of the partition), is 
entitled to the Father’s own share only; — that such is the opinion of Manu 
and others is clearly established.”' 


Section (M) — Sons — Different Varieties 
Says Yania — 

[1011] ‘The -wise sages have spoken of twelve Sons; of these, six are 
"Kinsmen” and ‘‘Heirs”, — and six are “Kinsmen”, not “Inheritors”. 
(1) The first is 0?ie Begotten by Oneself, (2) the second is the Soil-born, 
(3) the third is the Son of the Appointed Daughter — so say people versed 
in Law; (4) the fourth is One Begotten of the Remarried Woman; (5) the 
fifth is the Maiden-born; (6) One Born Secretly hi the house; — ^these six 
have been declared to be offerers of the Cake. — (7) the Oast-off, (8) the 
One Received with the Bride, (9) the Adopted, (10) the Appointed, (11) 
the Bought as the fifth, and (12) the Self-offered; — these Nature-bom 
Sons are Kinsmen, not Inheritors.’ 

And Ndrada — 

[1012] (1) ‘The Body-born, (2) the Soil-bom, (3) the Son of the Appointed 
Daughter, (4) the Maiden-bom, (6) One Received with the Bride, (6) the 

‘Jaghanyajah ’ — Like the Son bom after partition this Son also receives only 
the Father’s share. — ‘AnTshah purvajah ’, — ^i.e. if he has been separated from the 
Father — (Vibhagasara 13.1-11). 

* Whatever has been acquired by the Father after partition, — all that goes to 
the Son born after partition — {Mttdksard, p. 653). 

The term ‘sarvam’, ‘entirely’, implies that, even when the Father has acquired 
a very large property, it shall go to the new-born Son. — The declaration that they 
are concerned with each other only in regard to ‘impurity and water-offerings' 
serves to preclude all title to property. — ^This applies only to the Father’s self- 
acquired property — (Ddijabhdga, p. 131). 

The term "sarvam’, ‘entirely’, is meant to preclude the notion that — ‘ masmuch 
as the elder Sons have had no share in the property subsequently acquired by 
the Father, they should share in it’. — ^The elder Brothers and the new-born Son 
would have no rights over each other’s property, and they would be like strangers, — 
with this little differenee that they would be concerned with each other, in regard 
to ‘impurity’ (relating to Deaths and Births) and "water-offerings’, — not in regard 
to properly. — ‘Adhdna’ is pledge — {Smrtichandrikd, pp. 710-711). 

Unless the new-born Son receives a share from the previously-separated Sons, 
he shall not be liable to pay the debts — (Vyavahdramayiikha, p. 104). 

The property that the Father may have acquired after the partition, — that 
also goes only to the Son born after the partition — (Viramitrodaya, p. 690; also 
Pardskaramddhava, p. 340). 
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Secretly Born, (7) the Begotten of the Remarried Woman, (8) the Cast-ofi, 
(9) the Adopted, (10) the Bought, (11) the Appointed, and (12) the 
Self-ofiered; — these have been declared to be the twelve Sons. — Among 
these, six are “Kinsmen” and “Inheritors”, and six are “Kinsmen” 
not ‘ Inheritors ’ . — Each preceding one is held to be Senior, and each 
succeeding one Junior. On the death of the Father, these succeed to 
his property in due order, — the Junior one receiving it in the absence of 
the Senior.’ > 

That is, the succeeding one is entitled to inherit the property only in 

the absence of the preceding one. 

Manu (9.168-160)— 

[1013] ‘Among the twelve kinds of Sons that Manu Svdyambhuva has men- 
tioned, six are “Kinsmen” as well as “Inheritors”, and six are 
“Kinsmen”, not “Inheritors”. — ^The Body -born, the Sod-born, the 
Adopted, the Appointed, the Secretly Bom, and the Cast-oS, — ^these six 
are “Inheritors” as weU as “Kinsmen”. The Maiden-bom, the One 
received with the Bride, the Bought, the Begotten of the Remarried 
Woman, the Self-offered and the Shudra-hom , — ^these six are only 
“Kinsmen”, not “Inheritors”.’* 


• The term 'bandhu' hero stands for the Bdndhava, Kinsman. — ^These take the 
Goira as well as the Property. The reverse of this are the latter six. — ^Those that 
have been described as ‘not heirs’ are so only in the presence of the Body-born 
(legitimate) Son; and all that is meant by the distinction is that the first six are 
larger beneficiaries than the second six. Among the first group, all except the 
Body -born are equal beneficiaries, and less than these are the second group of six; 
all these of the latter group are equal, and there is no difference among themselves, 
due to their being mentioned earlier or later in the list — (Medhatithi on 9.165). 

‘Ddydda’, inheritor of the property of Bandhus, — ^paternal uncle, etc. — in the 
absence of their direct heirs, — i.e. Son, Wife, Daughter and so forth. — The second 
group of six are not ddydda, — i.e. not inheritors of the property of the uncle and 
others, — even when these latter have no Son or other heirs, their property will 
go to the Sagotras, not to the second group of ‘Sons’. — 'Kinsmen' are liable to make 
the water and other offerings. These six are 'neither Heirs nor Kinsmen’', the 
compound ' addyddabdndhavdh' being expoimded as 'addydddh' (not Heirs) and 
‘abdndhavdh’ (not Kinsmen) — (Sarvajdandrdyana). 

Among the twelve Sons enumerated by Manu, the first six are ‘Kinsmen’, 
as also ‘partakers of the Qotra and the property’-, and being ‘Kinsmen’, they offer 
water and cake to Sapindas and Samdnodakas of the Father, and also take his 
property. That they inherit property is going to be declared later on. — ^The second 
set of six do not take the Qotra or property ; they are only ‘ Ki nsm en ’, and as such 
perform the duty of ‘ Kinsmen ’ in offering water, etc. — It is not right to regard the 
second set as ‘ neither Kinsmen nor Heii's ’ (as Sarvajnandrdyaria has done) ; as they 
have been distinctly called 'bandhus’ (Kinsmen) by Baudhdyana who calls them 
' gotrabhdjah’ (taking the Goira) — {Kulliika). 

' Bandhuddydda’ — those who take the Gotra, offer the cake and water and 
inherit the property. — ' Addyddabdndhava’ , — ^those who do not receive the property, 
but, like Kinsmen, confer upon the Father the benefio of offering water 
(Rdghavdnanda). . „ j- -j , j 

Manu divides the Sons into two categories — (a) 'bandhuddydda , and (o) 
’addyddabdndhava’ — the latter term negativ-es both characters; those who belong 
to this second category are neither ‘Dayuda nor Bandhava . Some people have 
held that it is only the ‘ddydda’ (Heirship) that is negatived, not the 'bdndhava 
(Kinsmanship) — (Nandana). „ j r, a- 

The five Sons— Soil-bora, Adopted, Appomted, Secretly Born, and bost-off— 
receive their share also when the Body-born Son is there: wliile the Maiden-born 
and the rest get it only when the preceding ones are not there— (Fis/u'oritpa on 
Ydjda., p. 249). 

17 
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Baudhayana — 

[1012] ‘The Body-born, the Son of the Appointed Daughter, the Soil-born, 
the Adopted, the Appointed, the Secretly Born and the Cast-off, — 
these they declare to be Partakers of the Property. The Maiden-born, 
One Obtained with the Bride, the Bought. One Born of a Remarried 
Woman, the Self-offered and the Nisada (the Shudrd -hom), — these 
they declare to be Partakers oj the Qotra.' 

After having named (1) the Body-born, (2) the Son of the Appointed 
Daughter, (3) the Soil -born, (4) the Maiden-born, (5) the Secretly Born 
(6) the Cast-off, (7) the One Obtained with the Bride. (8) the Son of the 
Remarried Woman, (9) the Adopted, (10) the Self-offered, (11) the Appointed 
and (12) the Bought, — Devala continues — 

[1013] ‘These are the twelve Sons that have been declared to serve the 
purpose of propagating the race; some of them are born of one’s own 
self, some born of others, some acquired and some obtained by chance. — 
Among these the first six are Kinsmen and Inheritors, while the others 
belong to the Father alone. There is also a distinction made among 
these Sons on the basis of the order in which they are mentioned. — All 
these have been declared to be the Inheritors of the property of the 
Father who has no Body-bom Son. — ^The seniority of those others 
ceases as soon as the Body-bom Son is bom. — Among the Sons, those 
that belong to the same caste as the Father are entitled to the third 
part of a share; those belonging to lower castes shall live under the 
said Son, being supported with food and clothing.’ ♦ 


What is meant is that when the Father’s Sapindas or Samdnodakas die without 
leaving a nearer heir, their property goes to the first six, not to the second six; 
but ‘ bandhavalva’ , ‘kinsmanship’ — ^which consists in habiUty to make the 
water and other offerings, either through Sagotra or Sapinda relationship, belongs 
equally to both the sets. — As regards the Father’s property, they are all entitled 
to inherit it, as is clear from Manu 9.185. Therefore, the term ^ddydda^ in the text 
cannot mean ‘heirs’ to the Father’s property; specially because it is well known 
that it always means Inheritors to the property of persona other than the Father — 
{Mitaksard, pp. 703-710). 

The liabifity to make the water and other offerings — due to Sagotra and Sapinda 
relationship, — belongs to both groups. As for inheriting the Father’s property, all 
the Sons are entitled to it, in the absence of those preceding them in the list — 
{Pardsharamddhavaj p. 349). 

The distinction made between the two groups is in regard to being the ‘ daydda ’ 
(Inheritor of property) and 'bandhu’ (kin^an, liable to offer water, etc.) to the 
Sapindaa and Samdnodakas of the Father to whom the Sons belong, and what is 
meant is that so far as Kinsmanship — liability to offering water, etc. — is concerned, 
it rests in all the twelve ; but so far as inheriting property — being ‘ ddydda ’ — is con- 
cerned, it rests in the first six only, not in the second six. The distinction does 
not appertain to the Father’s property; Ydjnavalkya (2.133) and Manu (9.185) 
have both clearly stated the title of all the secondary Sons to inherit the Father’s 
property. — Further, the term 'ddydda' is mostly used in the sense of persons 
inheriting the property of persons other than the Father — (Viramitrodaya, p. 619). 

* The six Sons — Body-born and the rest — are partakers of the property, — 
not only of the Father, but also of Sapindas and other Kinsmen; while the others 
inherit the property of the Father only, not of Sapindaa and others. And of the 
Father’s property, they receive the wider, if there is no Body-bom Son. If there is 
a Body-bom Son, then they, — if of the same caste as the Father, — are entitled to 
the third part of a share — {Ddyabhdga, p. 147). 
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Having mentioned the Body-born, the Soil-born, the Son of the Ap- 
pointed Daughter, the Son of the Remarried Woman, the Maiden-born, the 
Secretly Born, the One Obtained with the Bride, the Adopted, the Bought, the 
Self-offered and the Oast -off — irrespective of where they have been born, — 
Vimu says — 

[1014] ‘Among these, each preceding one is superior to the succeeding 
one ; he alone shall take the Inheritance; and he will support the others.’ 

That is, the order is as follows; — the first is the Body -bom Son, — ^the 
second, the Soil-born Son, — the third, the Son of the Appointed Daughter, — 
the fourth, the Son of the Remarried Woman, — the fifth, the Maiden-bom, 
the sixth, the Secretly Born, — ^the seventh, the Son Obtained with the Bride, — 
the eighth, the Adopted, — the ninth, the Bought,- — the tenth, the Self-offered, 
— the eleventh, the Cast-off, — ^the twelfth, the Parashava. — Others place the 
Appointed as the twelfth and the Parashava as the thirteenth.* 

In regard to disputes arising regarding the claims of these Visnu says — 

[1015] ‘[The Sons are] Body-born, Soil-bom, Son of the Appointed Daughter, 
Secretlj'^ Born, Maiden-born, Bom of a Remarried Woman, Adopted, 
Bought, Appointed, Self-offered, Obtained with the Bride and the Cast- 
off; — ^among these, each succeeding one offers the cake and inherits 
the property in the absence of the preceding one.’ 

Yajnavalkya (2.128-132) — 

[1016] ‘(1) One born of the lawful W'ife is the Body-born Son; (2) Equal 
to him is the Son of the Appointed Daughter; — (3) that born in one’s 
own “Soil”, through a Sagotra or another person, is the Soil-born Son; 
— (5) that born secretly in the house is the Secretly Born Son; — (6) that 
born of an unmarried girl is the Maiden-born Son, who belongs to his 
maternal grandfather; — (6) that born from a Remarried Woman, 
either a virgin or otherwise, is the Son Born of a Remarried Wo^nan ; — 
(7) one whom the Father or Mother has given away is the Adopted 
Son ; — (8) that sold by the parents is the Bought Son ; — (9) that 
appointed by oneself is the Appointed Son; — (10) one who has ofiered 
himself is the Self -offered Son; (11) one who was obtained in the womb 


‘ Anaurasa’ — one who has no Body-bom Bon. — ‘Almajdh, etc. etc.' — Among the 
Sons enumerated, which one comes under which category will be clear from the 
definitions provided (by Ydjnavalhya, for instance) — (Viramitrodaya, p. 620). 

This refers to all the twelve kinds of Sons. — ‘ Ddyaliardh' — entitled to the full 
share. — Among the Sons besides the Body-born, those who belong to the same 
caste as the Father receive a third part of the share if the Body -born Son is there — 
{SmftitaUva II, pp. 168-169). 

'Inheritors of the property’~i.e. entitled to fuU shares; those of them who are 
not of the same caste as the Father are entitled to a share equal to the third part 
of the share of the Body -born Son. — 'Among these, the first six, etc. etc.'; — the first 
six inherit the property, not only of the Father, but of all Sapindas also, — while 
the latter six inherit the property of the Father and Mother only. — -The order of 
succession on this point is briefly as follows: — (1) the Body-born Son, (2) the Son 
of the Body -born Son, (3) the Grandson of the Body-bom Son, (4) the Son of the 
dead Son, the Grandson of the dead Son, (5) the Appointed Daughter, (6) the 
Grandson of the Appointed Daughter. — If a Bbdy-hom Son is Son after the ‘ appoint- 
ment’ of the Daughter, that Son and the Appointed Daughter receive equal shares. 
In the absence of all these, the property is to go to the Soil-born and other Sons — 
[Ddyanirnaya 4,1-9). 

* Viblidgasdra (14.1—6) has the same order; but at the end it adds — this opmion 
of others cannot bo right, as Manu has declared the number of Sons to be twelve only. 
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is the Son Obtained with the Bride; — (12) one who, on being abandoned 
(by the parents) has been taken up is the Cast-off Son. — From among 
these, the funeral cake shall be offered, and the property inherited, by 
each Succeeding one in the absence of the preceding one.’ 

‘ DharmapatnV , ‘Lawful Wife’, is the properly married Wife of the same 
caste as oneself; — the Son begotten by one on such a Wife is the Body- 
hom Son; the definition of this Son being ‘one who is begotten by one’s own 
properly married Wife of the same caste’. 

(2) The second is the Son of the Appointed Daughter, ‘ Putrikdputra' . 

(3) The third is the Soil-born Son. — ^This Son belongs to the owner of 
the ‘Soil’ (i.e. the Husband of the Woman) if he has been begotten by his 
wish; and he belongs to the man owner of the Seed, if he has been begotten 
by the wish of this latter; and he belongs to both, if he has been begotten 
by the wish of both. 

(4) The fourth is the Secretly Born Son; he belongs to the man who 
has married his mother and who belongs to the same caste as himself. 

(5) The fifth is the Maiden-horn Son; he belongs to his Maternal Grand- 
father if this latter has no Son; but to the man who has married his Mother, 
if this man has no other Son. 

(6) The sixth is the Son of the Remarried Woman; he belongs to the 
man who has remarried the Woman. 

(7) The seventh is the Adopted Son; he belongs to the man who has 
adopted him. 

(8) The eighth is the Bought Son; he is one who has been given away by 
the Father and Mother in consideration of price received, and belongs to the 
man who has bought him on account of his hatung no child of his own. 

(9) The ninth is the Appointed Son; when a man having no Son is 
desirous of havhrg one whom he could treat as Son, and there is another 
person who desires to be treated as his Son, — if the former requests the 
latter to become his Son and the latter agrees to it, he becomes the ‘Son’ 
of the former. 

(10) The tenth is one who has offered himself; if one who has no Father 
or Mother living, — ^or who has been abandoned by them through anger, — 
comes and offers himself to another man as his Son, he becomes the ‘Son’ 
of that man. 

(11) The eleventh is one who has been Obtained with the Bride; when a 
pregnant girl is married, the Son born to her becomes the Son of the man 
who married her. 

(12) The twelfth is the Cast-off; when a cliild is abandoned by both or 
either one of the parents, through poverty or some such cause, and he is 
taken up by another person, he becomes the ‘Son’ of this person. 

Brhaspati — 

[1017] ‘The Body -born Son alone has been declared to be the owner of the 
property; equal to him is the Appointed Daughter; — the other Sons are 
only entitled to maintenance.’ 

And Manu (9.163) — 

[1018] ‘The Body-born Son alone is the owner of the paternal property; 
but in order to avoid unkindness to the others, he shall provide 
maintenance for them.’ f 

* For a full account of the several texts bearing upon the exact character of 
each one of these ‘Sons’, the reader is referred to my 'Hindu Law in its Sources’, 
Vol. II, pp. 170-250. 

t If the Body-born Son is there, all the others — Soil-bom and the rest — are not 
‘ heirs ’ ; they are to receive from the Body -berm Son only a subsistence — allowance. — 
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‘ Anrsimmsya' — avoidance of unkindness, i.e. Pity. — Prajivanam ' — 
maintenance. 

In a case where the Son of the Appoinied Daughter * has been taken up, 
and then a Body-born Son is bom, — the former receives the same share as 
the latter; as has been declared by the same authority (Manu 9.134) — 

[1019] ‘If a Son happens to be bom after the Daughter has been appointed, 
the division shall be equal; as there is no seniority for the woman.’ t 


In order to avoid ‘ tuikindness ’ — i.e. the sin involved in it; — the Body -born Sou 
would incur sin if ho did not provide maintenance for the other Sons — {Medhdlithi). 

This text refers to a case where the man, having failed, through disease or 
other causes, to have a Body-bom Son, has obtained the Soil-born or other Sons; 
but later on, having been cured of the disease, has a Body-horn Son born to him. — 
In such a case, the Body-born Son alone is the owner of the Father’s property. — 
'For the rest', — for all the other ‘Sons’, — e.xcept the Soil-bom. for nhom a ‘sixth 
part’ of a share is going to be definitely assigned, — he should provide maintenance, 
in order to avoid sm — (Knlluka). 

This pror ides for Food and Clothing for the Adopted and other Sons. — ‘ Vasunal,t’ 
— of the Property.— 'Pib-i/oai/a’ — of what belonged to the Father. — 'Prajivanam’ 
— subsistence — [Edghavdnanda). 

The term ’auraaa' here means lawful, and hence stands for all kinds of Sons; 
the meaning being that — ‘whichever individual, in the capacity of a Son, is entitled 
to inherit the property, shall inherit the whole of it, and for the rest, he shall provide 
maintenance’ — [Viskvarupa, p. 249). 

This rule should he understood to apply to those cases where the Adopted 
and other Sons are inimical to the Body-born Son and also devoid of good qualities. 
For the Soil-bom Son, Manu liimself (9.164) has laid down the fifth or sixth part of a 

share. [‘Pita eva’ means the Primary Son alone, thus providing the reason for 

what is asserted here, — the reason being ’because be is the Primary Son’; — says 
Bdlambhafii] — (Mitdk^rd, p. 701). 

‘For the rest’ — i.e, for all those who hare been declared, m several texts, as 
not entitled to share the property.— is kindness, pity.— 'Prajivanam ’, 
maintenance. — {Vivddaratiidkara, p. 542). — Taken along with Kdtydyana’s text — 
‘ Utpanne ivaurase putre, etc. ’ (below. No. 1020),— the present text implies that the 
‘mere maintenance’ is meant for such secondary Sons as do not belong to the same 
caste as the Father — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 545). 

This refers to cases where the Body-born Son was born before the others were 
taken up — \V ivddachandm, 24.1-3). 

This is meant only to eulogise the Body-born Son, and not to preclude the 
‘fourth of a share’ that has been assigned to the other Sons in other Sinrtis — 


IPardsharamddhava, p, 348). _ , , - 

In reaUty, if the Body-born Son is there, the Appointed and other Sons receive 
only the third part of a share.—’ The rest ’ stands for Sons belonging to castes different 

from that of the Father— (Pt'ottoiiirnaya, p. 38). i 

Those who belong to castes lower than that of the Father or of his Body-bom 
Son are entitled only to food and clothing — (Ddyabhdga, p. 148). , . , 

This should be taken to mean that in cases where the Adopted and other Sons 
are inimical to the Body -bom Son, they sbaU not receive the ‘fourth part of a share’, 
etc. that have been assigned to them in some texts;— it should ^ be taken as 
applying to the Maiden-boni and other Sons: because it is these latter who have 
been declared to be entitled to food and Bolhing only, when the Boay-born Son 
is there — (FiranuVrodaya, p. 616). _ _ 

^ AnrsJi077isua ’ — is inaifitefiaiKC — b). ^ mi « 

* There is some cor fusion regarJiiis the name *pw?riA.'a^w/rafi . This has 
been taken to mean— (1) the Daiuihter who lias been -appomted’ by the Fa^er 
(at her marriage, by reason of bemg given away on a certain unders^i^ig) as 
also (2) tlie Son of sucli a Daughter. IXo have rendered tlie name m English as 
■Son of the Appointed Daughter’,— the preposition ‘of according to the firet 
explanation of the name, denoting nppasdion.—See in this comiec tion Apamrka, 
Mitdksard and others on Ydjnavalkya 2.128-and Huiau Law ,n Us trourees. Vol. H, 


pp. 180-181. _ , „ , 

f ‘ The divisio 7 i shall be equal . — There shall be 
born; this precludes the Preferential Share.—* T/icJe 


?qual shares ^tli the Sou thus 
13 fio — the ‘ soaiiority ^ 
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Katyayana — » 

[1020] ‘When the Body-born Son is born, the other Sons belonging to the 
same caste as the Father are entitled to the third [i.e. fourth] of a share; 
those not belonging to the same caste as the Father are entitled to food 
and clothing only.’ 

This title to the ‘third of a share’ belongs to the Soil-horn Son only, 
as is clear from the following text of the Brahrna-Purana, which has the 
same source as the present text. * 

precluded is only in regard to the share in the inheritance, not in regard to the 
respectful treatment to be accorded to her — (Medhatithi), 

Tills text answers the question as to the permissibility of the Preferential 
Share for the Son of the Appointed Daughter in the stated case, which may be 
considered to be due to her by reason of her seniority. — ‘If a Son be born’ — to the 
said Daughter’s Father. — ‘Seniority’ — due to the presence of such qualities as 
Learning and the like, which are not possible for the woman — {Sarvajnanardyana). 

If after the Daughter has been ‘appointed’, the man who has made the 
‘appointment’ happen to have a Son bom to him, — then at the time of the partition 
between these two ‘Sons’, there shall bo equal division; and no Preferential Share 
shall be given to the Appointed Daughter; because even though she is ‘senior’ in 
age, that seniority will not be taken into account for the purpose of assigning a 
Preferential Share — (KuUuka). 

As there is no ‘seniority’ for the Daughter, there can be none for her Son either 
— (Edghavdnanda). 

‘Anu-jdyate’ — is born after — the Appointment of the Daughter. — ‘To the ivoman’ 
— or to her Son — (Nandana). 

In view of the notion being entertained that — ‘when the Body-born Son has 
been born, and both he and the Son of the Appointed Daughter are present, the 
property should go to the Body-born Son’, — Manu has here set forth an exception 
to the general rule laid down by Ydjnavalkya (2.132) — (Mitdksard, p. 699). 

[On this the Bdlambhatil. — ^When the Mitdksard says that this refers to a case 
where both the Auraaya and the Putrikdputra are present, it uses the latter term 
in the sense of ‘Son born of the Appointed Daughter’; and when the text itself 
speaks of no ‘seniority’ belonging to the ‘Woman’, it has in view the other connota- 
tion of the name— the Son in the shape of the Appointed Daughter. 

'A Son’ — i.e. a Body -born Son; — ‘anu’ — after the ‘ appointment ’ of the Daughter. 
— ‘Woman’ — in the shape of the Appointed Daughter — {Vivddachandra 23.2-8). 

Here Manu has set aside the notion that ‘under the circumstances stated, 
so long as the Body-bom Son is there, the Son of the Appointed Daughter shall 
have no share in the property’ — (Viramitrodaya, p. 614). 

This deals with a case where there is partition between the Appointed Daughter 
and the Body -bom Son. — Because she is a female, seniority cannot belong to her; 
hence the division shall be in equal shares. The implication is that if the elder 
were a male, he would receive two shares — (Ddyabhdga, p. 39). 

This text lends support to the view that the Daughter has almost as much 
right over her father’s property as the Son ; as even when there is a Son, the Daughter 
is to receive a share equal to that of the Son — (Dvaitaparishisfa, p. 41), 

In a case where a Daughter has been ‘appointed ’ and then a Body-bom is born, — 
they shall share the property equally — (Vibhdgasdra, 14.2-3). 

* According to this, the rule is that, if no Body-born Son is born, the Soil-born 
Son receives the entire property of both his ‘Fathers’; but if a Body-born Son is 
born, he receives only a, fourth share [‘ cltaturtha’ i.e. for ‘trtiya’] in the property of 
their Father — (Apardrka, p. 733). 

‘ Savarndh’ — those belonging to the same caste as the Father, — i.e. the Adopted, 
the Soil-born and the rest — are to receive the ‘fourth of a share’; and the ‘ asavarndh, 
— those belonging to different castes, — i.e. the Maiden-born, the Secretly Born, 
the One Obtained with the Bride, and the Son of the Remarried Woman, — do not 
receive the ‘fourth of a share’; these are entitled only to food and clothing — 
(Mitdksard, p. 700). 

[The Bdlambhatti explains the word ‘aaavartidh’ (‘not belonging to the same caste 
as the Father’) as ‘the inferior kinds of Sons’.] 

On the birth of the Body-born Son, the Adopted and other Sons, belonging to 
the same caste as the Father, receive the ‘third of a share’. — In Vashistha’s text 
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[1021] ‘The Body-born Son, even though born later, should receive the 
entire estate ; the Soil-bom shall receive the third of a share, and the Son 
of the Appointed Daughier, the fourth ’ — {Brahma-Purdna). 

Others have, however, held that the text (1020 above) refers to a Soil- 
bom Son who may be possessed of very superior qualifications. 

With reference to the ‘Son’, Vaskistha says — • 

[1022] ‘If after the taking of a Son, a Body-born Son is born, the former 
would be entitled to the fourth part of a share, — in case there is property 
(large enough); but only if the property is not employed in auspicious 
Rites.' 

The Pronoun ‘tasmin’ stands for the Son; and ‘so’ for the Son who had 
been taken.- — After ‘yadi sydt', 'in case there is’, the expression ‘large enough 
property’ should be taken as understood. — But this is to be so only if the 
property is not emploj'ed in auspicious sacrificial rites.* 


[Text No. 1022 below], the Adopted Son has been assigned the ‘fourth of a share’, 
while in the present text ha is assigned the 'third of a share’; — this discrepancy is 
to be reconciled as being due to the difference in the qualifications of the Son con- 
cerned; if he is possessed of superior qualifications, he receives the ‘third’, while, 
if not possessed of superior qualifications, he receives only the ‘fourth — Prom this 
text it follows that the declaration of Manu to the effect that — ‘for the other Sons, 
mere maintenance shall be pro\dded’ — is meant for only those Sous who do not 
belong to the same caste as the Father — {Vivadaratnabara, p. 545). 

On the birth of the Body-born Son, the Adopted and other Sons, if belouging 
to the same caste as the Father, receive the ‘third of a share’; those belonging to 
other castes are only to be supported — {Vivadachandra 24.1-5). 

Some people have declared that the conclusion deduced from a due examination 
of the present text is that, if the Body-born Son is there, the Appointed and other 
Sons are to receive the ‘third of a share’. — But this cannot be right; because, if 
we take this text along -with the Brahma-Purdna text (No. 1022 below), we find 
that it is the Soil-born Son alone who is entitled to the ‘third of a share’. — The 
qualification ‘savarndh’, 'belonging to the same caste’, also pertains to the Soil- 
born Son; the Plural Number being used in view of the possibility of there being 
several Soil-born Sons — {Dvaitaparishista, p. 33). 

'Savarndh ’ — those who belong to the same caste as the Father; i.e. the Soil-bom, 
the Adopted, the Bought, the Appointed, the Self-offered and the Cast-off . — 
‘Aaoi'arndh’, ‘those not belonging to the same caste’, — i.e. the Maiden-born, the 
Secretly ' Born, the One Obtained with the Bride and the Son of the Remarried IFoman 
— (Madanapnrijala, p. 654). 

The term ‘asavarna’ stands for ‘one belonging to a lower caste’ — [pdyabhdga, 
p. 148). 

‘Savarndh’ — i.e. the Soil-born, Adopted and the rest; these are entitled to the 
‘fourth of a share’, if the Body-born son is there. — ‘AiSacarndfi ’ — i.e. the Maiden- 
born, Secretly Born, Obtained with the Bride and Born of the Remarried Woman; 
these are not entitled to the ‘fourth of a share’; they receive only food and clothhig 
— [Viramitrodaya , p. 615). 

The ‘third of a share’ is meant for the Soil -born Son — {Vibkagasdra 17.2-9). 

♦ This refers to cases where the Body-born Son is born after a Son has been 
taken up — (Apardrka, p. 739). 

Even when the Body-born Son is there, the other Sons are entitled to the fourth 
part of a share. The tenn 'pratigrhlta ’ Son spoken of here is meant to be the Adopted, 
Bought, Appointed and others; it is not confined to the Adopted only; as all these 
are ‘taken’ as one’s Son — (Mitaksard. pp. 099-700). 

‘A Son’ — other than the Body-born. — ‘Sah ’-—the Son that had been taken up. — 
'Yadi sydt', — if the property is a large one; the words 'prabhiitam dhanam’ betug 
taken as understood. — 'Yadi ndbhyiidayik^n, etc.’— if tlie property is not employed 
in the performance of sacrifices and other rites — irndifaratnapara, p. 544). 

After 'a Son’ — i.e. any of the substitutes prescribed — has been ‘tofcen’ — if a 
Body -born Son happen to be' born, the former would be entitled to the fourth part of 
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On this subject all the authorities, Manu and others, have declared 
that, even when there are other lands of ‘Sons’, the entire property of the 
Father goes to the Body-horn Son; and yet these same authorities have also 
declared that those other ‘Sons’ also are entitled to certain shares in that 
property — ^this seeming inconsistency is to be explained in the following 
manner: It is only in cases where the Body-born Son is possessed of superior 
quahflcations ; as it is only such qualified Body-horn Son that would be 
entitled to the entire property; while in coses where the Body-horn Son is 
devoid of good qualifications, while the other Sons are possessed of superior 
qualifications, these latter are to receive shares in the property. 

In this same manner, as between the Soil-born Son and the Adopted Son, 
various sages have declared their title of varying shares — some larger, some 
smaller, — in the property, — and this also has to be reconciled through con- 
siderations of the superior or inferior qualifications possessed by them. 

There is yet another inconsistency regarding the liability to perform the 
Shraddha, as resting on the one or the other of them,— different views having 
been expressed by Vi^m and Yajnavalkya , — this also may be explained 
either as two optional alternatives, or as based upon the superior or inferior 
qualifications of the Sons concerned. 

With reference to partition between two men who have the same Mother 
but different Fathers, says Fima (17.23) — 

[1023] ‘Among the Sons of several Fathers (progenitors), the shares are 
determined tlirough the Fathers; each shall receive the property that 
belonged to his own progenitor, none other.’ * 

The several kinds of Sons have been described in detail in the Shrdddha- 
chinidmani; hence, they are not described here. 

Those ‘Sons' who have been taken up in a manner not in keeping with 
the method laid down in the Scriptures ate not true Sons; hence, they are 
not entitled to inheritance. 


Section (N) — Heirs to the Pbofbety of Sonless Persons 
On this subject, says Fimw [17.4—13) — 

[1024] (A) The property of a Sonless man goes to his Wife; — (B) failing her, 
to his Daughter; — (C) failing her, to his Mother; — (D) faihng her, to his 
Father; — (E) failing him, to his Brother; — (F) failing him, to Bandhus; 


a shewej if the property is not used by the Body -bom Son in the performance of 
sacrifices — (Vivadachandra 24.2-6). 

' Abhyudayikem' — in sacrificial performances — (Vibhagasdra 15.1-2). 

♦‘Among the Sons of several Fathers’ — but of the same Mother — (Vivdda- 
ralndkara, p. 643). 

In a case where, among several Brothers, one has a Body-born Son, and others 
have other kinds of Sons, — and all these Brothers have died while living together 
with joint property, — if the said Sons come to divide this ancestral property, the 
share of each shall be determined in accordance with his being the ‘prunary’ or 
‘secondary’ Son of his Father — (Smijichandrikd, pp. 671-672). 

In a case where on a single Woman, a Soil-bom Son has been begotten first, 
through someone else, — and then the same Woman gives birth to a Body-bom Son 
to her Husband, — the Soil-born Son shall receive the property of his progenitor 
(i.e. the someone else by whom he has been begottenl, while the Body-born Son 
shall receive the property of his progenitor — i.e. the Woman’s Husband — 
{Vivadachandra 24.1.2). 

If there are two Sons born of the same Mother, but from different Fathers, — 
each of them receives the property of bis own progenitor — (Vibhdgasdra 15.1-6). 

This refers to the case of persons who ore bom of the same Mother, but from 
different progenitors — {Ddyanirnaya 22.1-3). 
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— (G) failing them, toSakulyas; — (H) failing them, to his fellow-scholar; — 
(I) failing him. to the King, — except in the case of the Brdhmana.’ 
The word ‘Bandhu' here stands for Sapinda, and ‘Sakulya’ for Sagotra.* 
The 'Sapinda' and the ‘Sagotra' have been thus defined by Brhaspati — 
[1026] ‘The Sapinda -relationship ceases at the seventh degree; the 
Samdnodaka-relationship ceases at the fourteenth degree; according to 
some, this latter extends up to the point where the birth and name are 
recognised; — ^beyond that is the Ootra-relationship.' 

The term ‘ anapatyasya’ , ‘Sonless’ (in text No. 1024 above) 

stands for one who has left no Son or Grandson or Great-grandson. — The 
liability to offer Shraddha is well known as resting upon ‘the Son or Grandson 
or Great-grandson’, in this same order of sequence in which these are men- 
tioned in the texts, — and the right to inherit property is well known as 
resting upon the basis of that liability; and hence this right rests upon 
these in this same order of sequence. 

(A) Thus it is that — ^when there is no Great-grandson also, the Wife 
becomes entitled to the property. 


* The same remark occurs in the Vioddaratnalcara (p. 595), where the opinion is 
attributed to ' Mishrah' . It cannot be Vachaspnti Mislua who is much later than 
Charideshvara, Who is thon the ‘Mishra’ mentioned by the latter ? 

‘Bandhu' here is Sapinda. — ‘Sonless’ — one who has left no Son or Grandson 
or Great-grandson — (Viblidgasara 15.1-9 to 10). 

Here Visnu declares the Wife’s right to inherit the entire property — (Mitdk^ard, 

p. 727). 

Here the Wife’s has been declared to be the first claim. It cannot mean 
that the Wife is to receive just enough for her maintenance; as it would be most 
illogical to take the same word ‘dkanam’, ‘property’, as standing for only a part 
in the case of the Wife, and for the whole in the ease of the Brother and others. It 
has to be admitted that the Wife is entitled to the entire property — (Ddyahhdga, 
p. 16). — Among Nephews (Brother’s Sons), the property goes first to the Son of the 
uterine Brother, and failing him, to the Son of the non-uterine Brother. The Son 
of the non-uterine Brother, when making the offerings, offers it to the Father of the 
deceased owner (as his own Grandfather), along with his own Father’s Mother, 
but omits the Mother of the deceased (who is not his Mother); to this extent, his 
position, in relation to the deceased Brother, is lower (i.e. remoter) than that of 
the Son of the uterine Brother of the deceased; that is the reason why his title to 
the property comes after that of the latter — {Ddyahhdga, pp. 206-207). 

‘Sonless’ here stands for one who has no Son or Grandson or Great-grandson — 
(SmTtitattsa II, p. 189). 

After the Mother, comes the uterine Brother; then the Son of the uterine 
Brother. — VijUdneshvara and others have held that after the uterine Brother, 
comes the Step-brother, rheii the Sons of the uterine Brother. — But this cannot be 
right; because the tei-m ‘bhrdlr’, ‘Brother’, denotes the uterine Brother primarily, 
and the step-brother only indirectly, figuiutively; and it would be wrong to take 
the same word in the .same sentence in both these coimotations. — Others again 
have held that the term 'hhrdtarah’, ‘Brothers’, is a copulative compound, standing 
for ‘Brothers and Sisters’, so that, in the absence of Brothers, the property should 
go to the Sisters. — This also cannot be right; because there is nothing to justify the 
suggested copulative compound. — In a case where, at the time of the Uncle’s death, 
the Nephews had not acquired a right in liis property, on account of the presence 
of their Father (the Brother of the deceased), — and subsequently their Father has 
died, — when the dead Uncle’s property comes to be divided among the surviving 
Brothers of the deceased and the said Nephews, — these latter shall receive the 
share that would have been their Father’s. This would be in accordance with 
the Yajdavalkya 2.120 — {V yavahdramayukha, p. 142). 

The term ‘Sakulya’ and ‘Bandhu’ must stand for the relatives beginning with 
the Brother’s Grandson and ending with the Sarndnodakas ; otherwise, what is 
asserted here would bo inconsistent with other Smrtis.—' Sonless’ — i.e. one who 
has left no Son or Grandson or Great-grandson — {Ddyanirnaya 9.2-5). 
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On this subject, Vrddha-Manu says — 

[1026] ‘The Sonless Widow herself, faithful to her Husband’s bed and firm 
in her vows, shall offer the cake to him and receive his entire share.’* 

So also Brhaspati (25.48-62) — 

[1027] ‘Although his kinsmen, his Father, Mother and uterine Brothers be 
living, — the Wife of a man dying Sonless shall take his share. The Wife 
dying before her Husband takes away his consecrated Fire; and if the 
Husband dies before her, the good woman, faithful to her lord, takes his 
property. Such is the eternal Law. — ^After having received the moveable 
and immoveable property, the gold and base metals, the grains, liquids 
and clothes, she shall have his monthly, six -monthly and yearly Shrdddlias 
offered. — She shall propitiate, with funeral offerings and charities, her 
Husband’s Paternal Uncles, Teachers, Daughter’s Sons, Sister’s Sons 
and Maternal Uncles, as also aged and helpless persons, guests and 
women. — If Agnates or Cognates, inimical to her, should seek to injure 
her properties, the King shall inflict on them the punishment ordained 
for the thief.’ 

The upshot of the whole is this: — ^The specific enumeration of the 
Shraddhas indicates that the Wife should perform his first Funeral Shrdddha 
as also the Yearly Ones and should take his entire property. 


* This text makes it clear that if a Widow is desirous of being ‘appointed’ 
to bear children, she ceases to be entitled to inheritance; as in that case, she could 
not be said to be ‘ faithful to her Husband’s bed ’ . — ^What is meant is that the Widow 
who fulfils the conditions here laid down receives her Hiasband’s entire property and 
offers the Shrdddha to him, even when his Father or Brother is there — (Apardrka, 
p. 742). 

The title of the Widow to her Husband’s entire property is set forth here, — 
(Mitdksard, p. 726), — but only if she keeps herself under control {Mitaksard, p. 737). 

‘ Voivs’ — The observances and rules laid down for the Widow — {Vivddaratndkara, 
p. 689). 

If the Widow fulfills the conditions here laid down, she alone shall receive the 
Husband’s entire property and also offer the Shrdddha to him ; and so long as she is 
there, the Husband’s Brother and other relations shall not take the property or offer 
the Shrdddha. — ^Faithful to her Husband's bed', — i.e. well-controlled in her behaviour ; 
— ‘vrate sthitd' — even during her Husband’s life-time, keeping the fasts and observ- 
ances with his permission. This indicates that religious faith also is one of the 
qualifications necessary for entitling the Widow to inheritance. Though, by her 
rnamage, the Woman became entitled to the property during the Husband’s life- 
time, through the Husband, — yet what is asserted here is that she acquires indepen- 
dent ownership over the property after his death — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 675). 

In the compound 'tatpindam', the pronoim ‘tat' stands for the Husband; 
hence the meaning is that ‘ the Wife obtains the entire share oj her Husband, not her 
own share — (Ddyabhdga, p. 152). 

There is no such sequence meant here as that — ‘she shall first obtain the 
property and then perform the Shrdddha'; for, if such sequence were insisted upon, 
the performance of the Shrdddha might be delayed; for which there would be no 
justification. The particle 'eva' shows that, even though the Brother and other 
relatives of the Husband may be there, it is the Wife alone who is entitled to take 
the property and offer the Shrdddha — {Viramitrodaya, pp. 624-625). 

In the ab^nce of the Son, Grandson and Great-grandson, the chaste Wife 
shall inherit his property. This refers to cases where the Husband has been a 
divided coparcener — {DvaitaparishisUi, p. 41). 

^ Tins implies that the unchaste Widow is not entitled to the Husband’s property. 
— Entire share ' — his entire property, not only that much which might be needed 
for her maintenance. — The Wife meant here is one belonging to the same caste as 
the Husband — {Ddyanirnaya 4.2-8). 
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This applies to the property of the Husband who had been separated 
from the coparceners. 

The term ''Pativrata''^ ‘faithful to her lord’, connotes chastity^ not merely 
devotion to the Husband’, because such devotion to the Husband could be ascer- 
tainable only till the death of the Husband, — which would mean that the 
woman would not inherit the property at all. — What therefore is meant is 
that if the Widowed Wife remains chaste, — and the Husband has left no Son 
or Grandson or Great-grandson, — she is entitled to receive the property.* 


* ^Sakulya^ — this term is meant to include all Sapindas, other than the ‘Father’ 
and ‘Brothers ’ specially mentioned, also Daughter and Daughter’s Sons and so forth. 
— ^The term ‘Father’ includes the Mother also; and the term ‘Brother’ includes the 
Sister. — '’Bhdga^ stands for property — [Bdlambhattl on Mitdksard, p. 728). 

This text declares the Wife as having the first claim on the Husband’s property 
— (Pardsharamddhava, p. 353). 

In the absence of primary and secondary Sons, — even when the Father and 
other relations down to the Sakulya are there, — the Wife is entitled to receive her 
Husband’s property. — . . .^PatnV stands for one who has been duly married in 
the Brahma form, or in some such form as entitles her to join her Husband at religious 
performances; and it excludes all those not so married. This term ^pat7il \ ‘Wife’, 
also indicates the woman’s capability to perform the Husband’s Shrdddha, etc. and 
hence her title to inherit the property. — ^The term ' Agn/ihotra* stands for the Con- 
secrated Fire with which the Agnihotra Kites are performed . — '' Pativraid' , ‘faithful 
fco her lord’, — i.e. self-controlled. — *Ndrt\ ‘woman’ stands for the Wife. — -Kupya^ 
— base metals, such as zinc, lead and the like. — *'Kavya ’ is food dedicated to the 
PUra, and 'Purta'* for such fees and gifts as accompany works of public utility like 
the digging of tank and so forth. — What is meant is that having received aJl the 
property, moveable and immoveable, the Wife shall perform all those acts requiring 
wealth to which she is entitled; such as Shrdddhae, works of public utility, charities 
and so forth, — which are conducive to her own and her Husband’s spiritual welfare 
— with the hah’ of those preceptors and priests who are allied to the Husband’s 
family. — The Wife’s title to the property here set forth refers to cases where the 
Husband has been a divided member of the family — {Smrtichandrikd, pp. 673-675). 

The meaning is as follows: — When a man dies SonJess, all his property, — 
immoveable and moveable, — ^goes to his Wife, even when his uterine Brother, paternal 
uncle, Daughter’s Son and others are there; and those who oppose her or take away 
the property themselves should be punished like thieves. — This entirely rejects the 
view that — ‘ Even when the Wife is there, the property shall go to the Father, 
Brother or other relations of the deceased’ — {Ddyahhdga, pp. 150-151). — She 
shall have his monthly Shrd-ddhas, etc. etc.' \ — i.e. for the due performance of the 
Shrdddha of her Husband, she shall give adequate wealth to the Uncle or other 
relations of her Husband. — The term '"pitrvya *, * Paternal Uncle stands for Sapindas 
in general; — the term ‘Daughter’s Son’ stands for all descendants of the Husband’s 
Daughter; — ‘Sister's Son’ stands for the descendants of the Husband’s Sister; — and 
‘Maternal Uncle’ for the Husband’s Mother’s family. — She shall gi\e the money to 
these, and not to her own Father and other relations, so long as the Husband’s 
relations are there. Slie can do so however with the consent of these — {Ddyabhdga, 
p. 173). 

The person entitled to inherit the Husband’s property is the Wife who has 
been associated with him in the performance of the Shrauta and Smdrta rites. — 
Kupyam' — zmo, lead and other base metals. — W^liat is meant is that, having 
inherited all her Husband’s property — including the immoveable, — the W ife shall 
propitiate her Husband’s relatives and perform all those acts I’equiilng the expendi- 
ture of wealth to which she is entitled and which would be conducive to her Husband's 
and her own spiritual welfare; and while she is doing this, if any man harass her, 
ho should be punished like a tliief. — ^Theso texts lay down the first claim of the 
Wife on the property of her Husband who has died childless, having been divided 
from his family and not ‘reunited* — {Vimmitrodaita, pp, 524-631). 

The upshot of the whole is that if a man dies cliildless, the liability of performing 
liis Shraddiui falls on his Wife, and it is she that is entitled to iniierit the entire 
property. — This refers to cases where the Husband has been divided from his 
coparceners. — 'Patimatd', chaste. — If the man has died as an undivided member 
of a joint family, and his Widows have no children, then the head of the family 
shall give something and also old but uutoru clothes to his widowed Daughter-in- 
law — {Vihhdgasdra 15.2-7). 
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In regard to cases where the Husband has not been a divided member 
of the joint family, Shankha has declared as follows — 

[1028] ‘To his Brother’s Wives and to his Daughters-in-Iaw, who are 
behaving in the proper manner, the Head of the Family shall give onlv 
food and such old clothes as may not be torn.”'' 


Harlta — 

[1029] ‘In case the Widow is in her youth and is rough -maimered, Sirldhana 
should be provided for the maintenance of her life.’ 

This applies to the case of the Wife of a person who had become ' reunited’ 
with the family, — so says Bdlar-Spa.'f 

If the Husband had been an undivided member of the joint family 
when he died , — his share itself had not come into existence (not having been 
brought about by division); under the circumstances, what could the Widow 
inherit ? She herself could not be the partaker in the division and hence 
directly entitled to that share; as there is no authority for this. The present 
texts themselves cannot serve as the authority for it ; as these are explicable 
as applicable to cases where the property had been divided. It is for this 
reason that there is the following declaration by Vashistha — 

[1030] ‘There is partition of Inheritance among Brothers, — as also for 
childless Women, till they get a Son.’J 

Hence when there is a Brother’s W’idow pregnant with embryo left by 
her Husband, — and her Brothers -in -law and others proceed to divide the 
property, a share has to be set aside for the said Widow who is expected to 
give birth to a Son, till her delivery takes place; — in case she does -not bring 
forth a Son, that share shall be taken by her Brothers -in -law and others. — 
Such is the explanation provided by the Ratndkara and others. 

In the Mahabhdrata, we read — 


‘ Childless ’ — who has left no Son or Grandson or Great-grandson — (Ddyanimaya 
4.2-7). 

* If the Brother’s Widow is expected to be ‘carrying’, a proper share should 
be allotted for the expected Son ; if the child bom is a Son, the share goes to him ; 
if it is not a Son, then that share shall be divided among the Widow’s Brothers-in-law, 
and she is to receive food and clothing— (Ddyanirnoya 21.1-5). 

I Tliis text lays down what is to be done in cases where the Widow is suspected 
of being unchaste. — ‘Karkashd’ is hard-hearted, ill-tempered, capable of violence, 
suspected of unchastity — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 680). 

This refers to cases where the Widow is suspected of immorality — [Pardshara- 
mddhava, p. 359). 

Harlta has here prohibited the taking of the entire property by the Widow 
suspected of misconduct. This same text implies that if the Widow is not suspected 
of misconduct, she shall receive her Husband’s entire property- — {Viramitrodaya, 
p. 639). 

The sense is that the Widow shad inherit the Husband’s property only if she is 
chaste, — not if she is tmchaste (p. 137). — If she is suspected of unchastity, she shall 
receive bare maintenance — [Yyavahdramayukha, p. 340). 

Other people have held that this refers to the Wife of the ‘reunited’ coparcener. 
It has been already pointed out that the Widow of a childless undivided member 
of a jomt family has no share in the property; and in the Mahabhdrata it has been 
declared that ‘ that the only interest that the Wife has in her Husband’s property 
is that she can enjoy it’; and again, that— ‘Women shall not make any disposal of 
the Husbands’ property ’ ; where ‘disposal’ stands for freely giving away, selling and 
so forth — {Vibhdgasdra 15.2-9). 

t See above, where this text has been quoted as Text No. 904 and commented 
upon. 
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[1031] ‘The only interest that Women have in their Husbands’ property is 
that they can enjoy it; Women shall, in no case, dispose of the property 
of the Husbands.’ 

‘Dispose of’ — ^i.e. give away or sell and so forth at their will. 

(B) ‘When the Wife is not there, the property goes to the Daughter', 
as declared by Vimu quoted above. [Vide Text No. 1024.] 

Narada also — 

[1032] ‘In the absence of the Son, the Daughter [shall inherit the property]; 
since both are equally ofisprings; the Son and the Daughter both help 
to propagate the line of the Father.’f 

So also Manu (9.130)— 

[1033] ‘The Son is as one’s own Self; and the Daughter is equal to the Son; 
so long as she ia there, as the Father’s own Self, how can any one else 
take the property ?’J 


* The ‘ enjoyment ’ permitted should not be in the form of wearing fine clothes 
and the like; it is only the maintaining of the body for the spiritual welfare of the 
Husband, that is meant — {Viramitrodaya, p. 628), 

The making of such gifts also is sanctioned as are made in connection with 
Shrdddhas offered to the Husband — (fidydbhaga, p. 173). 

'Enjoyment’ — i.e. she shall spend only what is needed for her maintenance — 
{Ddyanirnaya 5.2-6). 

•f If the Wife ia not there, those Daughters shall inherit the property who belong 
to the same caste as the Father — (Apardrka, p. 743). 

Here Narada declares the right of the Daughter, in the absence of the Wife — 
{Vivddaratndkara, p. 591). 

Both help to propagate the line, which is conducive to the Father’s welfare. 
What is meant is that, so far as the help rendered to the Grandfather is concerned, 
the Son’s Son and the Daughter’s Son are equal. This quality does not extend to 
the paying of the Grandfather’s debts, as that devolves only upon the Son and the 
Son’s Son — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 683). 

The ‘offspring’ meant here is one who offers the funeral cake; an offspring that 
does not offer the ftmeral cake, according no help, is as good as the offspring of 
another person; — and it is the Daughter's Son who offers the cake, not the Son of 
the Daughter’s Son; nor the Daughter’s Daughter. Thus then, that Daughter is 
entitled to inherit the Father’s property who has a Son, or who expects to have a 
Son. One who is barren or a Widow or a Mother of Daughters alone, would not be 
so entitled.. — We must accept this view put forward by Diksita (p. 175). — In the 
compound ‘pnfrdbkore ’, the term ‘putra ’ stands for the Son and the W ife — {Ddyabhdga, 
p. 1013). 

Bdlamhhatil on Mitdksaird (p. 767) also declares that it is' the Daughter with a 
Son that inherits the Father’s property. 

The Son and the Daughter both serve to propagate the Father’s hne, through 
their Sons; hence, the Daughter is as much entitled to inherit the property as the 
Son, Though the Son's Son and the Daughter’s Son are not exactly aUke in form, 
yet the purpose that they serve for their Grandfather is the some — (Virasnitrodaya, 
p. 657). 

Here we find it laid down that the property goes to the Daughter — 
{Vivadacfuindra 25,2-2). 

J In connection with the Appointed Daughter, it has been said that the Father 
shall make the declaration— ‘The Son that is born of her shall be mine’,-— and a 
man’s Son inherits his property; so that, at the time that the Father dies, if the 
Daughter has got no Son, it might seem that slie would not inherit hia property. 
It is in view of this that the present text lays down that shQ shall inherit it^ — while 
the Father’s own self is there, in the shape of the Daughter, — or so long as the 
Daughter is there in her own real character of having been ‘appointed’ to provide 
a Son for her Father.—Though the text uses the generic term ‘Daughter’, it is clear 
from the Context that it is the Appointed Daughter that is meant — {Medkatithi). 

The Appointed Daughter, none else, shall inherit the property of the Sonless 
deceased — {Sarvajnandrdyana). 
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Brhaspati (25.56) — 

[1034] ‘The Daughter, hke the Son, springs from each limb of the man; 
how then should any other person inherit her Father’s property ?’ 

i^Tiat sort of a Daughter is entitled to inherit the Father’s property is 
explained by the same authority in the following' text — 

[1035] ‘A Daughter of the same caste, and married to a man of the same 
caste, gentle and devoted to service, shall inherit her Sonless Father’.s 
property, — whether she has been appointed or not -appointed' — (Brhaspati 
25.57).* 


The Son takes the place of the Father himself; — the Daughter is equal to the 
Son; — hence so long as the Appointed Daughter, who is the very self of the Father, 
is there, how can any one else inherit the property of the deceased Sonless Father ? — 
(KuUuka). 

The Appointed Daughter is entitled to the property of her Sonless Father; 
and her Son takes the place of the man’s ‘ Son’s Son ’. — ‘Any one else ’ — an Agnate — 
(Rdghavdnanda). 

The Daughter meant here is the Appointed Daughter — (Nandana). 

‘ Atmani' — equal to the Son, who is equal to the man’s own self. — When the 
deceased has left no Son or Widow, his property goes to his Daughter — (p. 683). 
The Father of the deceased cannot come before the latter’s Daughter; because though 
his Father may be more helpful to him spiritually, yet his Daughter is more nearly 
related to him physically — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 684). 

In the abMUce of the Wife, the Daughters inherit the property of the man 
who, being divided and not reunited, has died Sonless — (Vlramitrodaga, p. 656). 

In the absence of the Wife, the living Daughter shall receive the property — 
{Vivddaratndkara, p. 591). 

In the absence of the Wife, the Daughter shall inherit the property. If there 
are more Daughters than one, they shall divide the property among themselves — 
(Vyavaharamayukka, p. 141). 

* ‘ Sadfshl ’ — belonging to the same caste as the Father. This implies that the 
Daughter belonging to a different caste is not entitled to inherit the Father’s 
property. — ‘Kpa’ — appointed. The Appointed Daughter is mentioned only by way 
of an example; a man having an Appointed Daughter cannot be called ‘Sonless'; 
hence the present text could not be taken as laying down the Appointed Daughter's 
title to inheritance — (Apardrka, pp. 743-744). 

'Sadrshi' — of the same caste as Father. The first four qualifications mentioned 
here refer to the inheritance of Daughters after the death of the Wife of the deceased 

'What is meant is as follows: — If the Father has left no Body-bom Son, both 

kinds of Appointed Daughter shall get the property before (i.e. in preference to) 
the Wife of the deceased; but the ordinary Daughter, endowed with the said 
four qualities, inherits it ordy after the Wife. Thus after the Wife, if there are 
several Daughters, — some unsettled and some unmarried, — it is the unmarried 
Daughter that inherits the property; as it is she who had to be maintained by the 
Father. In case there is no unmarried Daughter, the property goes to that Daughter 
who is unsettled (poor), because even though her maintenance is the duty of her 
Husband, she remains unsettled by reason of her Husband’s inability to maintain 
her. — If there is no unsettled Daughter, the property goes to the settled Daughter. — 
If there is no settled Daughter, it goes to the Daughter’s Son — (Smrtichandrilcd. 
p. 687). 

'Sadrshi' — of the same caste as the Father; — 'married to a man of equal caste'; — 
this has been added with a view to exclude the Daughter married to a man belonging 
to a higher or lower caste; as the Son of such a Daughter is not entitled to offer 
Shraddha to his Mother’s Father; while the Daughter married to one of the caste 
as her Father benefits the Father through her Son. — ^As for the Son of the Appointed 
Daughter, he is as helpful to the Father as the latter’s Son, and hence his title to 
inheritance is equal to that of the Son. — As for the Daughter other than the 
Appointed one, the benefit conferred by her upon her Father is indirect, through 
her Son; hence her title comes in only after that of the Son and the Wife. — The 
qualification ‘devoted to the service of her Husband’ indicates that she should 
not be a Widow, which implies that she should be capable of bearing Sons. — The 
addition of so many qualifications implies that the Daughter is not entitled to inlierit 
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According to the declaration of Pardshara to the effect that — 

[1036] ‘If a man dies childless, his unmarried Daughter should take his 
property, — and if there is no such Daughter, then the married Daughter. 
The inheritance should he in this order, — Such is the opinion of 
Bdlarupa.’ * 

It would not be right to assert that — ‘aU this is applicable to the 
Appointed Daughter, because of the text (1035) using the words appointed 
or unappointed — Because Manu has declared that even where the deceased has 
left a Son, the Appointed Daughter is entitled to a share equal to that of 
Son’s. [So that a man who has an Appointed Daughter cannot be regarded 
as Sonless.] 

(C) In the absence of the Daughter, the property goes to the Mather 
according to the declaration by Visnu (Text No. 1024). 

Says Brhaspati (25.63) — 

[1037] ‘When her Son has died without learung a Wife or Daughter, the 
Mother should be regarded as entitled to his property ; — or his Brother 
with her consent.’ f 

'With her consent’— i.e. with the Mother's consent. — ^The term 'Modier ' 
here includes the Father also; hence the term 'iadanufnayd' nxeaa? 'with the 
consent of the Father and the Mother'; such is the \i6w of the Pdrijata. 


by virtue of being a Daughter-, she does so by virtue of her being poesessed. of she 
said qualifications — {Ddyabhaga, p. 177). 

‘SadfshV — of the same caste as the Father. — 'Sad-ishitui' — to one belonging 
to the same caste as herself. This is meant to exclude the connecto.'n. with higher 
or lower castes; because the Sons born of such connection are jKecloiieiifisJiaufteng 
Shrdddha to the Maternal Grandfather. — Such is the vievr of J^m-StaotSUmoi 
(Ddyabhaga). — ^This however cannot be accepted, because the term. ‘ UdM’, •marrisd.", 
itself serves to exclude the connection of a iou-er caste: because a gurl wedded to a 
man of a lower caste cannot be regarded as ‘inairied'. Hence, cte cuahneiiciun 
can be taken only as excluding the higher caste. 

This lays down what sort of a Daughter is eutitlei! to hiherto the ifaJihei: s 
property — (Dvaitaparishisla, p. 41). 

This text points out what sort of uiunarrie»l Daughter inherits the property jt 
her Sonless Father. — All this does not refer to the case of she AppmtUed Dimghwr. 
Because ‘she is equal to tho Son', and as such, entith'd to iitherw the Ti*fiher''t pro., 
perty directly; so that it would be only iu her absence tlurt tfe* property could, go 
to the Mother— (F«Wjd?tw'<iro, 10.1-4). 

The law on this point is thus siumned uj> in (.4. 1 -S' — Acnong 

Daughters, first comes the unmarried Daughter, who possesses ai' uijeieuti "g),7 
over her Father’s property; — then comes the man-ie-i l>au^hter whi' has uo ‘A'u,. — 
then the Daughter who has, or expects, a Son, — the property cuiuiioS So iln; 
Husband or other relatives of tlio Daughter. — Amutluig ti* Vi.tis*tu, it ifl oid>: th« 
Daughter having or expecting a Son wiio is entithxl to the tihii'llimjce, — not tlie 
childless, widowed or barren Daughter; bei'auso UaH'o is i:o chiswo oi the Fh'.thoi* 
receiving offerings through tho latter Daughters,-— But acc'.wdmg to A/dau, these 
latter also are entitled to tho inheritance wlien ttuu'e rata* wtti: a 

* Where tho deceased lias left one married arui one Da.'jgb;cei'. tiJo 

property shall go to the latter — (SmflUatttsi 11. p. t'lil- 

t In the absence of tho Father, the Alrdlrer, ■ with tw; iCrothor — 

shall inherit tho property — (.Spnj'drA'u, p, 7451. 

' Tadanujnayd ' — ■with tiro jl/etArr’a rHaioont p. 

This is iu accordance with 17?/j)ar'a(l‘^i’a (o.\t — igg., elg. 

(Text No. 1044 below) — (Vihliiigiisdrii, 16. 1 6). 

The term ‘bhdryd’, ‘ Wife’, rrttiKl iireiralo tlu' Daughter, the S 'So.';, uju) 

the Father, — who come beforo tire 4lothrt irr the eivW vd ■ i;b?n<;v thq. 

meaning is that— ‘when one hns rlied wittarut iiHr'rtrg a Srar av Wde or vr 

Daughter’s Son or Father, ote. t4e,* — (S'tMf frcMsadr rid. hitf 

This rule shrmld be taUeir as applying tu cases whea'o 
no Son, Wife, Daughter, Diiuglrtei''M Br«r, av Fothof {Ddyp/thaggi. pi-. iW)r 
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Brhaspati — 

[1038] ‘Just as the Daughter is entitled to inherit her Father's property 
even while his Bandhus are there, — so also is her Son entitled to the 
property of his Mother and Maternal Grandfather.’* 

Manu (9.132)— 

[1039] ‘The Daughter’s Son shall inherit the entire property of the Sonless 
Father; he shall also offer two cakes — one to his own Father and another 
to his Mother’s Father.’ 

Both these texts (1038 and 1039) should be taken as apphcable to 
cases where the Son, etc. are not there, — ^because of the order of succession 
laid down by Tdjnavalkya (No. 1045 belory).t 


* This is applicable to the case of Appointed Daughters — [Vwadaratndkara, 
p. 561). 

The Daughter is entitled to the Father’s property, by virtue of the cake that 
her Son offers to her Father ; and by virtue of that same cake-offering the Daughter’s 
Son himself is the heir to the property of his Maternal Grandfather. — ^This cannot 
refer to the Son of the Appointed Daughter — (Ddyabhdga, p. 180; Viramitrodaya, 
p. 662; also Dayanirnaya 6.2-10). 

t That the Son of the Appointed Daughter shall inherit the property of her 
Father having been, already laid down in the preceding text {Manu 9.131), the 
present text has been explained by some people as laying the necessity of his offering 
the two cakes to the two persons; according to these people the reading in place 
of ‘pitur-haret’ is ' hared-yadi’ , the meaning being — ‘In case the Son of the Appointed 
Daughter inherits the property ... Ac shall offer two cakes'. According to this 
view, the offering of the two cakes would be mcmnbent only in the event of the 
man inheriting the entire property; so that he need not offer the cakes in the event 
of his receiving only ‘ an equal share ’, as laid down in Manu 9. 134. — This explanation 
however cannot be right ; what is actually meant is that ‘ he shall inherit the property 
of the Sonless Father’. — 'Aputrasya pitur-haret' being the generally accepted 
reading. The term ‘Father’ here stands for the Progenitor, and not for the Maternal 
Grandfather; hence what is meant is — ‘In case the Husband of the Appointed Daughter 
has no other Son from any other Wife, except the one of the Appointed Daughter, 
then this same Son shall be the Son and heir of his own Father as also that of his 
Mother’s Father; if however the Father has other Sons from other Wives, then the 
Son of the Appointed Daughter shall neither inherit the property of, nor offer the 
cake to, that Father (Progenitor). The relation of ‘progeny and progenitor’ is 
different from that of ‘Father and Son’; even though the ‘Father’ of the Ksetraja 
Son, for instance, is not his ‘Progenitor’, yet the Son is regarded as his Son. — The 
conclusion, therefore, should be as follows: — (o) In a case where the Husband of 
the Appointed Daughter has no other Sons, the Son of that Appointed Daughter 
shall inherit his entire property and shall also offer the Cake to him as well as to 
his Mother’s Father; — (b) if however, the said Father has other Sons from other 
Wives, then the Son of the Appointed Daughter shall not offer the Cake to him; 
he shall offer to his Mother’s Father only. — ^The same principle applies to the case 
of the Maternal Grandfather also; i.e. the Son of the Appointed Daughter shall 
offer the cake to him if he inherits his property. In fact the injunction that ‘He 
shall inherit the property and offer the cake ’ does not necessarily imply that there 
should be no offering if he does not inherit the property — {Medhdtilhi). 

The Son of the Appointed Daughter inherits the property, not only of his 
Mother’s Father, but also that of his own Father (Progenitor), his Mother’s Husband, 
— if the latter has no other Son. — The term 'Daughter's Son’ here stands for the 
Son of the Appointed Daughter; ho shall inherit the property of his Progenitor, 
as it was from his seed that he was born, and as such is more nearly Agnate to him 
than any other Agnate. Where, in regard to the Appointed Daughter, the stipulation 
has been made by her Father that ‘the Son bom of her shall he my Sou’, this 
stipulation does not mean that the Son cannot serve as the Son of the Progenitor; 
all that the stipulation means is that he would be a ‘Son’ to the girl’s Father. — In 
case he mherits his own Father’s (Progenitor’s) property, he shall offer the Unitary 
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Manu (9.217) himself has also declared as follows — 

11040] ‘The Mother shall inherit the property of her childless Son; if the 
Mother has also died, then the Father’s Mother shall receive the property.’ 

That is, when the deceased has no Daughter, his property should go to 
his Mother. What is meant is that the Father's Mother receives the property 
if the deceased has left no Sakulya (Agnate) at all. That this must be so is 
due to the fact that it has been definitely laid down that in the absence of 
the Mother, the property goes to the Father, then to the Brother and so on.* 


ShrSitdha to that Father, and the Pdruana Shrdddha to his Mother’s Father and the 
Father and Grandfather of this latter — {Sarvajnandrdyana). 

The term ' DauMtra' here must be the Son of the Appointed Daughter; 
in the preceding sentence he has been declared to be entitled to receive the entire 
property of his Mother’s Father; in the first sentence of the present text, he is 
declared to be the inheritor of the property of his Father (Progenitor); and the 
second sentence prescribes his liability to offer the Shrdddha to both. The meaning 
thus is that the Son of the Appointed Daughter, — who is the ‘Son’ of his Mother’s 
Father, — shall recei^-e the entire property of his own Father (Progenitor), if this 
latter has no other Son ; and he shall also offer two cakes, one to his Progenitor and 
another to his Mother’s Father. The ‘offering of the cake’ stands for the per- 
formance of the entire Shrdddha. The prurpose served by the present text is to 
set aside the notion that the Son of the Appointed Daughter may have regarding 
his having nothing to do with the inheriting of the property of, and offering the 
Shrdddha to, his Progenitor — (Kulluka). 

Even though he is the Appointed Daughter’s Son, he shall inherit the property 
of his Progenitor, if the latter has no other Son; and he shall offer the cake to the 
Progenitor and also to his own Maternal Grandfather — [Nandana). 

In this text Manu has declai’ed the title of all Daughter's Sons in general, — 
not that of the Son of the Appointed Daughter only — to the Maternal Grandfather’s 
property. — The term 'pituh', ‘of the Father’, should be understood here in the sense 
of the Mother's Father; that is why the text actually mentions the ‘Mother’s Father’ 
in the next sentence. — Or the construction may be — ‘Just as he inherits the entire 
property of his Father, so he inherits the property of his Mother’s Father also; 
because he serves the purposes of a Son for both’. — ^This is made clear in the 
second fine. — Some people place the title of the Daughter’s Son above that 
of the Wife and the Daughter; but that cannot be accepted; as being contrary to 
the order prescribed by Ydjnavalkya~(ViramUrodaya, p. 662). 

MTiat is said here is in accordance with the order of succession laid down in 
Y dghavalkya' s text — (Vibhdgasdra 16.1-6). 

‘Pituh', ‘Father’, — stands for the Mother's Father — (Ddyaniniaya 6.2-9). 

* In the absence of the Wife, the Daughter and the Daughter’s Son, the property 
of the deceased goes to his Mother. The second sentence lays down only a sort of 
favour that is to be conferred upon the Father’s Mother, if the Father and Mother 
are dead and there are no Brothers or Nephews there — (Sarvajnandrdyana). 

The Mother shall take the property of her childless Son. Under 9.185, Manu 
has declared that the Father is to inherit the property of his Sonless Son; and in 
the present text it is the Mother that is mentioned as so entitled ; this is in accordance 
with Ydjnavalhya's text, where the compound word ‘pitarau' has been expounded 
in a way by which the Mother comes before the Father. — Visnu also speaks of the 
property of a Sonless man going to the Wife, then to the Daughter, then to the 
Parents. — In view of all this, the property should be divided between the Father 
and Mother. In case the Mother is dead, it shall go to the Father’s Mother ; provided, 
the Wife, the Father, the Brother and Nephews are not there — [KuUuka). 

If a man dies childless, his property goes to his Mother, because by reason of 
her having kept him in his womb and brought him up, she is superior to aU other 
relatives. On the death of the Mother, the Father’s Mother shall take the property. 

Yajdavalkya speaks of the Father taking the property, while Vipiu also speaks 

of the property of the Sonless man going to the Wife, then to the Mother, then 
to the Father. Di view of these conflicting texts the right course would be for the 
Father and the Mother to divide the property between themselves. Such is the 
opinion of Kulluka. — ^The coi-rect view, however, is that when all the three, — Wife, 
Mother and Father — are alive, they shall all inherit the property.— ‘Vpldy dm ’ — 
on her dying — [ftdghavdnanda). 

i8 
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(D) Wlaen the Mother is not alive, the property goes to the Father 
according to the declaration of Visnu (Text No. 1024>. 

To this game effect says Manu (9.185) also — 


' Childles-'i’ — i.e. one who has left iio Son or Grandson or Wife or Daughter — 
(Nandana). 

If a man dies childless, his Wife, Daughter or Mother shall inherit his property, 
even when the Father is ahve — {Ramachandra). 

Here Manu has a-sserted the Mother’s title to inherit the property {Mihlksard, 
p. 729). — Dhdreshi-ara has taken this text to mean that — ^‘Even when the Father 
is there, if the Mother dies, the property goes to the Father’s Mother, and not to the 
Father; because if the property went to the Father, there would be a possibility of 
its going to such of his Sons as belong to other castes; while if it went to the Father’s 
Mother, it would go to only persons of the same caste’. — This is not acceptable to 
our revered teacher; because Sons belonging to different castes have also been 
declared to be entitled to inheritance, in such texts as Ydjnavalkya 2.125 — {Ibid., 
p. 776). — In the absence of Brother’s Sons, the property goes to the Father’s 
Mother, Sapinda^ and Samanodnkas. Among these, the Father's Mother comes 
first. The present text would mean that the claim of the Father’s Mother comes 
first after the Mother’s; if that wero so, then there would be no point in the Father, 
Brother and Brother's Sous being mentioned in that definite order; i.e. between the 
Mother and the Father's Mother. For this reason we have to take the statement 
‘the Father’s Mother shall receive the property’ only as declaring the mere title 
of the Father’s Mother to inheritance without any reference to her exact position 
in the order of inheritance ; so that the Father’s Mother would come in only in the 
absence of the Brother's Sons. In this manner the two texts would be reconciled 
— (Mitak^ard, p. 779). 

'Childless' — i.e. one who has left no Son or Wife or Daughter. The title of the 
Father's Mother should be understood to come in only in the absence of the Father, 
Brother and other Sapivip'js; Ijecause it is an established law that after the Mother’s 
title comes the title of tlie Father and the rest — {Vivddaratyvlkara, p. 591). 

It is only Ydjnavalkya who has avowedly declared the precise order of 
inheritance; the other texts declare only tho title of particular relatives, without 
reference to then' exact position in the order of precedence; — such Ls the opinion of 
some people. — But this view cannot be accepted; the real explanation is that the 
term ‘ childless ’ stands for ‘ one who has left no Son or Wife or Daughter '.s Son’ — 
{Snirtichandrihd, p. 691). 

In the absence of the Daughter’s Son, the property goes to the Father, not 
to the Mother; nor to the Father and Mother jointly ; because these latter views 
would be contrary to Visnu'a clear declaration. — As regards the present text of 
Manu, this must be taken as referring to cases where aU the persons — ending with 
the Father — are dead. It is reasormble also that after the Daughter’s Son’s, and 
the Mother’s, the title of the Father should come in. In Yajuavalkya’a text also, 
where the parents are mentioned by the common term 'piiarau', tho order -would 
appear to be first the Father, then the Mother; because the Father is directly denoted 
by the basic noim‘pi(r’ itself, while the Mother is only indicated by the Dual Ending 
{Duyabhdga, pp. 185-186). — 'If the Mother is dead’, — -i.e. along -with aU her direct 
descendants. The meaning is that, on the death of the Mother, the Father’s Mother 
also may inherit the property, — not to say of those beginning with the Brother 
and endmg with the Father’s Father; the Brother and the others being indicated 
by the particles ‘ apt cha Tho sense of the text is this — 'After the direct descendants 
of the deceased, comes the title of the Parents, before that of the Parents’ descen- 
dants; similarly, the title of the Father’s Father and Father’s Mother comes before 
that of the descendants of these latter’ — {Ddyabkdga, p. 188). 

The Mother inherits the property of her Soulesa Son; when the Mother is not 
alive, his Father’s Mother receives it — (Vibhdgasdra 16.1-7). 

Here we have a declaration of the title of the Mother and the Father's Mother 
to the property of the Sonless deceased — (p. 632). — Some texts declare the 
Father’s title as coming before the Mother’s, while others hold that the Mother 
comes before the Father. This point must remain undecided — iViramitrodaua, 
p. 667). 

Just as in the absence of the Father, the property goes tro the Mother, so, in 
the absence of the Father’s Father, it goes to the Father’s Mother— (SmftiUittva 
II, p. 195). 
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[1041] ‘If a man dies Sonless, his property shall be taken by his Father; 
or by his Brothers.’* 

(E) The title of the Brother rests upon the declaration of Vtmu (Text 
No. 1024). 

In this connection Gautama, says — 

[1042] ‘Of dead persons, the property goes to the eldest’ — 

That is, the eldest Brother, f 

Manu (9.187) — 

[1043] ‘The property shall always devolve upon him who is the nearest 
to the deceased Sapinda.'X 


* The Father shall take the property of that Son of his who had not been sepa- 
rated from him. — ‘Or Brothers' — with the Father’s consent. — In case the deceased 
Son had been divided, then the property shall go to his Widow, and in her absence 
to his Daughter and the rest mentioned by Ydjnavalkya — (Sarvajnartdrdyana). 

If the deceased has left none of the principal l^ds of Sons, nor a Wife or 
Daughter, — his property shall be taken by his Father; and by the dead man’s 
Brothers, — only if their Mother is not alive — (Kulluka). 

'The term ‘Father’ stands for the Wife, Daughter, Mother and Father — 
(Rdghavdnanda). 

'Sonless' — who has left none of the various kinds of Sons. — ‘Or Brothers’ — i.e, 
uterine Brothers — (Nandana). 

The literal meaning of the words is quite clear; not so clear is the real purport 
which has been made clear by the Sangrahakdra in the following words — ‘If a man 
possessed of some property dies without any kind of issue, then his property is 
to be taken by his Father and others mentioned in the text’. It is implied, however, 
that the Father shall take the property in the absence, — not only of the several 
lands of Sons, but of the Wife also (pp. 672-673). — ‘ Aputrasya' — i.e. one who has 
left no Son or Wife or Daughter or Daughter’s Son — (Smrlichandrikd, p, 691). 

‘ This shows that the property of the Sonless man goes to the Father or to the 
Brother — (p. 729), — This text does not lay down the order of precedence; it only 
asserts the right of the Father and the Brother to inherit the property in question 
(p. 758). — In the absence of the Father, the property goes to the Brothers — • 
(Mitdksard, p. 775). 

'Aputrasya ' — one who has not left any kind of Son, primary or secondary — 
(Vivddaratndkara, p. 592). 

The words of Manu are not meant to lay down any order of precedence — 
(Pardsharamddkava, p. 356). 

■f Where several Brothers have become separated, and have not become 
‘ reunited ’. if, from among them, some one dies childless, liis share goes to the eldest 
among them. — This also should be taken as referring to cases where the Wife, [the 
Daughter], the Mother, and the Father are not living — (Vivddaratndkara, p, 592). 

J Among Sapindas, the property should go to each in the order of his proximity 
of relationship to the deceased. If the Father is not living, it goes to the Father’s 
Father ; failing this latter, to his Father, — i.e. the Great-grandfather. The Brother 
and the Brother’s Sons are nearer to one than the Father’s Father. The order of 
succession should be — Father, Brother, Brother’s Son, Father’s Father, and so on, 
then the Samdnodaka, the Sagotra, the Maternal Uncle, other Bandhus ; — the 
succeeding one getting the property in the absence of the preceding. — SunUarly, 
on the death of the Father’s Father, his property goes to his own Son, not to his 
Grandson — (Sarvajnan drayana) . 

Among Sapindas, one whose relationship is closer, — Ije it male or female — 
receives the property of the deceased. In the absence of all the thirteen kinds of 

Sons, the property goes to the Wife The declaration that ‘the Wife shall 

receive maintenance only’ applies to cases where site is unchaste. The title of the 
Wife to inheritance has been denied by Medhdtithi-, but that is wrong; such title is 
supported by Brhaspati .... In the abseneo of the Wife, conies the Appointed 
Daughter; then the Father and the Mother; then the uterine Brother; the uterine 
Brother’s Sons; then the Father's Mother, and so on, the other Sapindas. In the 
absence of all the descendants of one’s Grandfather, the property shall go to the 
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Apastamba — 

[1044] ‘The nearmost Sapm4a-, in the absence of Sapindas, the Teacher; 
in the absence of the Teacher, the Pupil.'* 

Ydjnavalhya (2.136-137) — 

[1045] ‘If a man dies without a Son, his property shall be inherited by the 
following persons, the following one receiving it only in the absence of 
the preceding; such is the Law for all castes. — (1) Wife, (2) Daughters, 
(3) Parents, (4) Brothers, (5) their Sons, (6) Sagolra, (7) Bandhu, 
(8) Disciple, (9) FeUow-students.’ 

In regard to the term ‘pitaran' (Parents), when the question arises 
regarding the order of precedence between the two parents, it is the Mother 
that comes first, then the Father; because the present text has the same 
source as the text of Visnu (Text No. 1024 above) [where the Mother has 
been placed before the Father], — 'Tatsutah', (‘their Son’) — ^the Son of the 
Brother . — ‘ Without a Son’ — i.e. without a Son, Grandson or Great- 
grandson. t 


descendants of the Great-grandfather; failing all these, it goes to the Samdnodaka, 
then to the Teacher, — then to the Disciple — {KuUuka). 

The nearmost Sapinda shall receive the property — {Nandana), 

' Ananiarah’ — nearly related. 

Dkdreshvara has explained this text as follows: — The starting point here is the 
Father. — Question — the ‘nearest’ to the Father is the Father’s Father as well as 
the Father’s Sou ; when therefore both these are present, which of them shall have 
the precedence? — Answer — ^The Father’s Son shall have the precedence; — why? — 
because the Father’s Father has not been mentioned as normally inheriting one’s 
property, — in such texts as ‘ the property of the Sonless man shall be taken by 
the Father or the Brothers'. — Tlius the implication of the present text is that if there 
are no descendants of the Father of the deceased, the descendants of the Father’s 
Father come in; and in the absence of the latter, the descendants of the Great- 
grandfather, and so on — (Viramitrodaya, p. 669). 

The ‘nearness’ of the Sapinda has been defined by Manu himself in 9.186 — 
{Apardrka, p. 744). 

This ‘nearness’ is the determining factor, not only among Sapindas, but also 
among Sarnanodakas and others {Mitdk^ra, p. 774). — Among Brothers, the 
uterine ones are the first to come in, as the relationship of the Step-brothers is a 
step further removed by the intervention of a different Mother — (Mitdksara, 
p. 777). 

‘Ananiarah’ — ^near — (Vivadaratnakara, p. 592). 

Nearness of relationship to the deceased is the determining factor in the title 
to inheritance — [Vyavahdramayukka, p. 161). 

The Sapinda and others shall inherit the property in the order of the proximity 
of their relationship to the deceased — {Pardsharamddhava, p. 364). 

‘ Sapinddt’ — among the Sapindas of the deceased each one shall inherit the 
property in the order of the nearness of his relationship to the deceased — (Smrli- 
tattva II, p. 195). 

♦ What is meant is that when even Bandhus (Cognates) are not there, the 
property goes to the Teacher of the deceased; when even the Teacher is not there, 
then it goes to the pupil of the deceased — (Mitdksara, p. 789). 

■\‘Wife’ — the Wife meant here is one who has conceived, as declared by 
Vashistha (vide Text No. 904), who has clearly indicated that such Wives alone are 
to inherit as are pregnant. — 'Daughters’ — i.e. the Appointed Daughter. In case 
there is expectation of a Son being bom, the Daughter shall inherit only when no 
Son is born. — Throughout the text the particle ‘eca ’ has a restrictive force. — ‘Parents ’ 
— Mother and Father; though the rights of the two are joint, yet the fact that 
they have been mentioned in a copulative compound shows that each of them is 
entitled to inherit. But even though they have been mentioned in a copulative 
compound, yet the Mother comes first; this has been clearly asserted by Manu 
(vide Text No. 1040 above). — ^‘But there is also the other text (Manu, Text No. 1041 
above) which asserts the right of the Father’. — This latter text is meant for cases 
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wli 0 r 0 the Mother is not alive. — As for Shankha*s text declaring that * the property 
of a childless man goes to his Brothers*, — this also should be taken as applying to 
oases where the Wife, Daughter and the rest are not there. — ' Bliratarastathd ’ \ — the 
particle ‘Inftd’ iadicatas the various kinds of Brothers; so that the Half-brother 
and the rest become included.— ‘Goirojos’ — in the following order: — (1) Sapinda, 
(2) Scrniunodali'dy (3) those descended from a common ancestor, and (4) those 
descended from a common Bsi. — 'Bandhu ' — the Maternal Uncle and other Cognates. 
— Tii6 ^chdrya , Teacher, also lias got to be included, by reason of his having been 
euologised as ‘Father’. — 'Disciple ' — ^the Boy whom one has initiated. — 'Fellow- 
students ' — those who have bean initiated by the same Achdrya . — Among all these, 
the succeeding ones are entitled to inherit the property only in the absence of the 
preceding ones — {Vishvarupa). 

' Aputrasya ' — one who has no Son, primary or secondary, living. — ' Svarydtasya' 
— who is dead. — ‘ Dhanabhdk ' — entitled to inherit the property. — Among the Wife 
and the rest mentioned m a definite order, each succeeding one is entitled to receive 
the property only in the absence of the preceding ones. This Law applies to all 

men Some people have taken the term ‘Daughters' as standing for the 

Appointed Daughter . — But this cannot be right; because a man who has got an 
Appointed Daughter cannot be called ‘Sonless’, — ^the Appointed Daughter having 
been declared to bo a kind of ‘Son*. — ‘Pitarau’ (Parents) — Mother and Father; 
these inherit the property if the deceased has left no Wife or Daughters. — In the 
absence of tho Parents, come the Brothers, — i.e. the uterine Brothers, these being 
the nearmost. — In the absence of Brothers, ‘Brother's Sons'. In the absence of 
these latter, Sagotras. Among Sagotras, tho nearmost comes first. — In the absence 
of Sagotras, come the Bandhua , — i.e. the Father’s Sister, the Mother’s Sister, the 
Son of the Maternal Uncle and so forth. — ^In the absence of Bandhua, the ‘Disciple’ 
—one whom one has initiated and taught the Veda. — In his absence, the ‘Fellow- 
student’ — one having the same Achdrya. — On this text, some people have expressed 
the following opuiion: — ‘A woman is entitled to perform acts of piety, such as 
charity and the like, only along with her Husband; as for pleasures, she is not to 
indulge in them, when a Widow; and piety and pleasui'e are the only two purposes 
served by wealth; so that, so long as the Father and other relatives are there to 
use tho wealth for those purposes, the Widow cannot receive the property; she is 
to receive just enough for her maintenance; and this is all that is meant when the 
Wife is spoken of as entitled to inherit the property. Similarly when the Daughter 
is spoken of as inheriting the property, it refers to cases where the property left by 
the deceased is just enough for the Daughter’s marriage. So that if the property 
left is more than what would be needed for the Wife’s maintenance and the 
Daughter's marriage, then, — oven though the Wife end the Daughter be there, — 
the property goes to the Father and other Sapindas. ’ — This, however, camiot be 
right. On the death of the owner of the property, the ownership of the Wife and 
the Daughter is already there ; it has not got to be brought into existence. In fact, 
the ownership of the Wife over the Husband’s property has been brought about 
by the Marriage-rite itself; and the Daughter’s ownership over the Father’s property 
has been bom with herself. Hence so long as the Wife and the Daughter are there, 
no text can set aside their inherent rights of ownership and create those of the Father 
and other Sopirados. In case the Wife and the Daughter are not there, the rights 
of these other persons would be brought about without setting aside the rights 
of any one else. Hence what is meant by the present text is that the Father and 
the rest are entitled to inherit the property only in the absence of the Wife and 
Daughters. Nor are women precluded from such pious acts as Charity and the 
like, which do not require the use of Vedic Mantras or of the Consecrated Fires — 
(Apardrka). 

Here we have the order of precedence among the several classes of ‘Heirs’, 
on the failure of Sons. One who has not left any of the twelve kinds of Sons is 
called ‘ Sonless ’ ; when such a person has ‘gone to heaven ’, — i.e. to a region other 
than the Barth, — the person entitled to inherit liis property is each succeeding one 
ill the absence of the preceding ones, among those mentioned in the list consisting 
of the ‘Wife’ and the rest . — ‘This is the Law for all castes', — i.e. (cr) those born in 
the natural order of ‘mixed castes’, (6) those born in the inverse order of ‘mixed 
castes’, and (c) those belonging to the primary castes, Brdhmana and the rest .... 

(I) First of all, the Wife is the person entitled to inherit the property. The 
‘Wife’ meant here is the duly married Wife , — the derivation of the word ‘patni 
connoting association at sacrificial performance (which can apply to the duly married 
Wife only). The Singular Number in ‘Wife’ is in reference to the caste; so that if 
the deceased has left several Widows, belonging to divided castes, they are to divide 
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the property among themselves in accordance with the shares prescribed for the 

Wife of each caste There are several texts declaring thisyirsi claim of the 

Wife; such as Texts No. 1024, 1027, aird others. — On the other hand there are others 
which, like Manu (9.217, 185), Narada, Katudyana and Shankha, declare the first 
claim to be of the Father or Brother, or the Mother and so forth. 

Out of all these conflicting texts, Dhdreshvara has deduced the conclusion 
that the rule that ‘the Wife shall inherit the property refers to the Widow of the 
separated Brother who is desirous of being 'appointed' to bear a child to her 
deceased Husband. — Question — ‘What is there to indicate that the rule applies to such 
a Widow ? ’ — The answer is that in view of the texts declaring that ‘the Father shall 
inherit the property of his Sonless Son ’, it is necessary to qualify the rule laying 
down the title of the Wife; and we cannot find any other qualification save the said 
desire for 'appointment' to bear a child; also because of Gautama's declaration to the 
effect that ‘the persons related through the Pinda and the Qotru shall inherit the 
property of the childless person, or his Widow shall inherit his property if she desires 
a child'. Manu (9.146) has also declared that when the separated Brother dies 
his Widow has a right over his property only through her child, not otherwise. — 
In regard to unseparated Brothers also, Vashisiha forbids appointment' sought 
for only with a view to inheriting property ; which also shows that the Wife is entitled 
to inherit property only through ‘ appointment In cases where there is no ‘appoint- 
ment’, the Widow is entitled to maintenance only; as declared by Ndrada and 
Ydjnavalkya (2.142). — Further, the sole purpose served bj’ the property of Twice- 
born persons is the performance of sacrifices; and women are not entitled to such 
performance; oon-sequently, it is not right that they should inlierit property on 
their own account. 

The above view of Dhdreahvara is not right. In the text itself there is nothing 
to indicate any reference to the ‘appointment’ of the Widow; nor does the context 
bear any relation to it. — Then again, is it the ‘appointment' or the cliild born of 
the ‘ appointment ’ that makes the Widow entitled to the inheritance ? — If it is 
mere ‘appointment’ that entitles her, then she should be entitled to it even though 
she may not bear any child. If, on the other hand, it is the Son born that entitles 
her to inheritance, then, in that case, that Son himself would inherit the property 
as the Kshetraja ‘ Son ’ of the deceased, and there would be no point in mentioning 
the Wife as the ‘heir’. — Some people hav^e held the view that the connection of the 
woman with property can only be either through her Husband or through her Son. — 
But this cannot be right; as it would be contrary to many direct texts — e.g. Manu 
(9.194) where the six kinds of Stridhanu, Woman’s Property, have been set forth. 
Fm'ther, the present text has been put up to meet cases where all kinds of ‘ Son ’ 
(including the Kshetraja) are non-existent, — As regards Vashistha's text which has 
been cited in support of the view that it is only the ‘appointed’ Widow that is 
entitled to inherit property; — what is meant by that text is that the Widow is to 
receive the property of the childless Husband if she he desirous of obtaining children, 
but that the property goes to the Sapindas and Sagotras or to the Widow; so that the 
Wife may either seek to obtain a child by ‘appointment’ or may remain self -con- 
trolled and ebaste ; so that the begetting of the child is only an optional course of con- 
duct open to her. Further, it is only right that only the chaste 'Widow should inherit 
the property, not the one who has undergone ‘appointment’ and is object of dis- 
respect among people; specially as the practice of ‘appointment’ has been censured 
by Manu (9.64). — From Ndrada’s text also (1.3.24 and 26), it is clear that childless 

'\Vives of ‘reunited’ coparceners are entitled to maintenance only As 

regards the argument that the wealth of twice-bom men is meant for sacrifices 
which women cannot perform, — if all property were meant for sacrificial performance, 
then there would he no possibility of the performance of any acts of charity, etc. 
which would go against the express declarations of Manu (2.96), Ydjnavalkya (1.115) 
and others. — As regards the argument that women should never be independent, — 
she may not be independent ; but why should that be inconsistant with her inheriting 
property ? The texts of Kdtyayana and Ndrada which declare that mere liveli- 
hood should be provided for women, clearly refer to ‘kept women’; as the word 
used is always 'yosit', ‘woman’ not 'patrsi' ‘Wife’. In the present text however, 
we have the word ‘patnl ', which stands for the married Wife; so that there would be 
no inconsistency or impropriety in a chaste and legally married Wife inheriting pro- 
perty. Thus the clear meaning of the text comes to be that when a divided co- 
parcener, who has not been 'reunited', dies without a Son, his property should first of 
all go to his Wife. 

This also disposes of the view of Sh/rlkara and others that the present text refers 
to cases where the property concerned is not large. In fact, in 2.116 and 123, 
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YajAavalkya has himseJf declared the Wife to be entitled to a share equal to that 
of the Sons, even in the presence of Body-hom Sons. "Under the circumstances it 
must be sheer illusion to hold that the Widow of the Sonless man should not receive 
anything more than mere maintenance. 

Nor can it be right to hold that — ‘if the property is a large one the Wife shall 
receive only maintenance, while when it is small she shall receive a share equal 
to that of the Son — Such an explanation would be a diversity in the rule ; the same 
injunction being taken to mean one thing in one case, and a totally different thing 
in another case. 

Another view that has been held is as follows — ‘The generally accepted law 
being that the Widow is to get just enough to maintain her, — if a Sonless man dies 
leaving a large property, his Widow shall receive just her maintenance, and the bulk 
of the property shall go bo the Brothers of the deceased; but in cases where the 
property left is just enough to maintain the Widow, — or even less, — then the whole 
of it shall go to the Widow. This is what is laid down in the present text’. 

This explanation also our Teacher [Vishvarupa — says the Bdlambhatil] does 
not accept. As a matter of fact, Manu's text speaking of ‘ the Father or the Brothers 
taking the property’ of the Sonless man lays down only an alternative option; it 
does not lay down an order of precedence, whereby the Father would have the 
first claim, then the Biothers; it only asserts that the Father and the Brothers are 
entitled to inherit the property; and such an assertion of mere title could be taken 
as referring co cases wheie the Wife^ the Daughter and others are not there. — As 
for Shankha's text, it refers to the case of ‘reunited’ Brothers. 

Lastly, Hdrlia has declared that ‘if the Widow is young and ill-tempered, 
etc. etc.’ (Text No. 1029), where it is said that ‘she shall receive just enough to 
keep her alive '. — But this refers to cases where the Widow is suspected of infidelity 
and hence is not entitled to receive the property. This very text implies that if 
the widow is not suspected of infidelity (‘ill-tempered, etc.’), she should receive 
the entire property. 

Thus the established law is that ‘i/ a man, who has been divided and has not 
become reunited^ dies childless, his entire pro^perty goes to his chaste Wife\ 

(II) In the absence of the Wife, the Daxtghters receive the property. We have 
the Plural Number in ‘Daughters’ for indicatii^ that Daughters belonging to the 
same caste shall receive equal shares and those belonging to different castes, unequal 
shares. — Among the Daughters, if there is one married and another unmarried, then 
the latter shall receive the property. — If one Daughter is settled (i.e. with property 
of her own), and the other unsettled, then the latter shall receive the property. 
Because Gautama'' s declaration, that ‘the Strldhana of the Mother goes to those 
Daughters who are unmarried and unsettled’, applies to the Father’s property 
also, — The present text cannot be taken as referring to the Appointed Daughter, 
because she has been declared to be '"equal to the Body -born Son*. 

(III) The particle 'cha' implies that, in the absence of Daughters, the property 
goes to the Daughter's Son', as declared by Visnu — * Aputrapautrasantdne, etc.) and 
by Manu 9.136. 

(IV) In the absence of Daughters and Daughters' Sons, the property goes to the 
Parents. As between the Parents, the Mother comes first, and then the Father; 
as in the expounding of the compound, the Mother is named first; and also because 
the Father is common among a large number of Sons, while the Mother is not so 
common; and as such she is more nearly related to her Son; hence hers should 
be the first claim, according to the principle eiuinciated by Manu (9.1S7) regarding 
the ‘nearest Sapinda inheriting the property . 

(V) l 7 i the absence of the Father, the jn’operty goes to the Brothers; according 
to Mamt 9.185.— Among Brothers, ihe property should go to the uterine Brothers; 
because Half-brothers would be one degree further removed. It is oidy when the 
uterme Brother is not there that the property goes to the Half-brothers. 

(VI) In the absence of the Brothers, the property goes to the Brother's Sons, — in 
the order of their Fathers. WTien there tiro Brothers and Brother s Sons, the latter 
have no right to tho property; because the Brother's Sons have been declared to 
bo 'heirs’ only when no Brother is there. But in a case where one of the several 
Brothers has died ciiildless, all his sur\'iviug Brothers become equally entitled to the 
property; if then prior to tho division of the dead Brother's property, another 
of the Brothers dies, then the Sons of this latt-er will have derived their title to the 
said property of the previously dead XTncle, through their Father ; ao that when, the 
property comes to be divided, those Sons shall receive the sliare that xrould have 
been their Father’s if he had been alive. 
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(VII) In the essence of Brother's Sons, the property goes to the Sagoiras; these 
being — (1) the Father’s Mother, (2) the Sapindas, and (3) the Samdnodakas, 
Of these, the first to receive the property would be the Father’s Mother, in accordance 
with Manu 9.217. — In the absence of the Father’s Mother, it goes to the Sogotra- 
Sapindas — ^i.e. the Father’s Father and so forth; the Hn-jnndas belonging to other 
Ootras being treated as Bandhus . — If there is no descendant of the dead man’s 
Father, the property goes to the following, in this same order; — (I) Father’s Mother, 
(2) Father's Father, (3) Father’s Brothers, (4) Father’s Brother’s Sons. — If there 
is no descendant of the Father’s Father, then the property goes to the Sagotra- 
Sapindf^s, in the following order — (1) Father’s Father’s Mother, (2) Father’s Father’s 
Father, (3) the Sons of (2), (4) the Sons of (3) and so on, — down to the seventh 
degree, — In the absence of the SagotraSapindaSj the property goes to the 
Samdnodalcas ; these are persons up to the seventh degree beyond the Sapindas. 

(VXtl) In the absence of Sagoiras, the properly goes to the Bandhus {Cognates). 
These are of three kinds; — (1) one’s own Bandhu, (2) one’s Father’s Bandku, and (3) 
one’s Mother’s Bandhu. These have been enumerated in Text No. 1050 below. — 
Among these, by virtue of proximity, one's own Bandhu comes first, then the 
paternal Bandhu, then the maternal Bandhu. 

(IX) In the absence of Cognates, the property goes to the Teacher, — aird to the 
Disciple when the Teacher is not ahve. This has been expressly declared hy 
Apaetamba. 

(X) In the absence of Disciples, the property goes to one's Fellow -student, —i.e. 
the man along with whom one had been initial^ and carried on his Vedic study. 

(XI) In the absetxce of the Disciple, the property may go to any Vedic Scholar; 
according to Gautama. In the absence of Vedic Scholars, the property may go br 
any Brdhmana, as declared by Manu (9.188). Under no circumstances shall tlie 
King take the property of the Brdhmana. — As regards men of the Ksattriyo and 
other castes dying childless, if there is none of the declared ‘ heirs ’ there, the property 
goes to the Kong, as declared by Maim (9.189). 

(Mitdksard) 

[On the above, the Bdlainhlial(l has the following notes: — The particle 'eva'. 
’alone’, is to bo understood after every one of the relatives mentioned; so that, 
so long as the preceding one is there, the succeedmg ones remain excluded. — 
The 'Brothers’ include the Sisters also. — The term 'tathd', quaUfymg the Brothers, 
is meant to include those also that had been separated and had not become reumted. 
— 'Tatsufah' is to be expounded as 'tayoh sutah', i.e. the Sons and Daughters of botli 
Sisters and Daughters. — The term ' Son ’ includes the Grandson and the Great-grandson 
also. — If the Wife of the same caste is not there, then the Wife of a different caste 
may inherit. It is only the Shudra woman that becomes entii-ely excluded, as, 
even though married, she is not entitled to be called ' palni' .Sorae people have 
held that, in the absence of the Wife, the property should go to the Daughter-in-law, 
not to the Daughter-, because being the half-body of the Son, the former has better 
claims. — This however is not right, because on the ground stated, the Daughter-in- 
law should have come before the Wife also ; though in reality the Daughter-m-law 
comes after the Giandroother. — That the particle 'cha' includes the Daughter’s Son 
has been added in order to make clear an implication, without which the original 
text would remain defective. — Though Vijndneshvara has mentioned the Daughter’s 
Son only, yet, the Daughter’s Daughter also should be taken as an ‘heir’ in the 
absence of the Daughter’s Son. — In reality, between the two Parents, the Father 
should come first, then the Mother; as in the entire law of inheritance, the Father 
is always mentioned before the Mother. — It has to be noted that after the Mother 
comes the Step-mother ■, as she also is included under the denotation of the term 
‘Mother ’. — The term ‘Brother ’ stands for the Brother and Sister, — the latter coming 
after the former. — Similarly ‘Brother’s Sons’ includes both Sons and Daughters of 
the Brothers; as also the Sons and Daughters of the Sisters. — ‘Sons of the Father’s 
Sister’ — in aU these names, the ‘Son’ includes the Daughter also. — If there are 
several disciples belonging to the same caste as the deceased Teacher, they shall 
divide the property equally.] 

These texts describe the persons who are to inherit the property where the 
deceased has left none of the twelve kinds of Sons. — ‘ Aputrasya’ — one who has 
left no ‘Son’ or Grandson or Gieat-grandson. — (1) The Wife is the first to inherit the 
property; the ‘Wife’ being one who has been duly married. Kdlydyana has laid 
down the condition that the Widow should be chaste; so that if she is not chaste, 
she does not get the property. — (2) In the absence of the Wife, the property goes to 
those Daughters who belong to the same caste as the Father and who are unmarried 
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at the time. Some people take this as standing for the Appointed Daughter. Tliis 
is not right; as the Appointed Daughter, having been declared to be the third kind 
of Son , and equal to the Body-born Son’, would inherit the property before the 
Wife.^ In reality, the term ‘Daughter’ here stands only for that girl who has not 
been ‘appointed’ in the formal maimer, and yet in regard to whom, there is a 
suspicion of having been ‘ appointed’ by the deceased in his own mind.— (3) ‘ Pilamu ’ 
Barents-— Mother and Father. The property goes to the Father, then to the Mother; 
such being the order of precedence sanctioned by Katynyana and Fisnii. The 
opinion of the Mitaksard on this question, therefore, is open to question.— (4) In the 
absence of the Mother, the uterine Brothers come in; then the Brother’s Son; then 
the Sagotra, Sapinda, the Sakulya and so forth in the order of proximity of their 
relationship to the deceased. — In the absence of all these, the propertv goes to the 
Bandhus . — In the absence of the Bandlina, it goes to the Disciples; — in the absence 
of these, to Fellow-students . — The particle ‘cAa’ indicates the title of the Step-brother, 
in the absence of the uterine Brother . — ^The term ‘tathd' indicates the title of the 
Father’s Bandhus, and also that of the Teacher, in the absence of the Mother's 
Bandhus . — In the absence of all these, the property of the Brdhmnna goes to such 
Brdhmanas as are learned in the Veda; btit that of the other castes goes to the King, 
— says Ndrada — {Viramitrodaya-Tikd on Ydjilavalhya). 

What is meant is that among these, — the Wife, Daughter, Mother, Father, 
Brother, Brother’s Son, Sagotra, Bandhu, Disciple and Fellow-student, — each suc- 
ceeding one inherits the property in the absence of the preceding. — ‘Soidess’— this 
implies the absence of the Grandson and Great-grandson also ; oa has been pointed out 
by the author of the Prakdsha; and this is quite right; such being the custom also. — 
Though the use of the collective term ‘Parents’ would indicate tho joint title 
of the Mother and Father, yet — in view of tho text that 'the property of the Sonlcss 
man goes to the Mother’ — it is the Mother who has the prior claim; and the Father 
comes in only if the Mother is not alive — {VifddaratndLnra, pp. 594-500). 

If a man dies and does not leave any Primary or Secondary Sons, his projierty 
goes to his Widow — (Vivddachandra 24.1-10). — In the absence of the Wife and the 
rest down to the Mother, the property goes to the uterine Brother — ( Vivddachandra 
25.1-2). 

Here we hav'e the order of inheritance in the case of the property of a man 
dying without a Son or Grandson. — 'Wife' — duly married; the singular number 
is in reference to the caste; so that if there are Wives of the .same caste as also of 
different castes, they receive shares in the property in the proportion of 4, 3, 2, 1. — 
In the absence of the Wife, the Daughters come in, — In tlic absence of Daughters, 
Daughter’s Sons.— Then the Parents — first Mother, then Father. — After the Father, 
come the Brothers,- — among whom the uterine ones come first; — in tho absence of 
both kinds of Brothers, come the Sons of these; first the Sons of the uterine Brother, 
then the Sons of the Step-brother. In a case where one of tho Brothers has died 
(leaving no Son or Wife or Daughter or Parents), — and his property has been inherited 
by his Brothers, — ^while all this property is held jointly by all these Brothers, another 
one of these dies, but leaving Sons, — in this ease the share of the deceased shall go 
to these Sons. — In the absence of the Brother’s Sons, the propeity pocs to the 
Sagotras; — then to the Samdnodakas. The order of picccdcnco nmoog Sngolra.'i 
is as follows; — Father’s Mother, Father’s Father. Father's Brothci.s,- — among 
these, the Sons of the Grandmother come first, then the .Sons of licr Co. wives. — the 
Sons of the Paternal Uncles, Father’s Father’s Mother, Father’s Father’s Father, 
Sons of this latter, their Sons, aud so on till tho soveiith degree ivt useeut. Beyond 
the seventh degree, the Saprnda relationship having censed, the Samdnodakas 
come in. And as before, tho priority shall bo doteriniivcil by the nearnos.s of relation- 
ship to the deceased — (Madanajfdrijdia, pp. 072—674). 

'Sonless ' — without any of th(> twelve kinds of ‘Son’, — This rule is niiplirohle 
to all castes. Tlie Wife menid is one uho is duly married. The order of )Uvcodetie6 
is a.s follows; — VVTfc, Dnuglitcr, Daughter’s Son, aiothor, Father, Brother, Brother’s 
Son. Father’s Mother, J''atliei’s Father, Sons of this last, Sou.-i of these Sons, and so 
on, to the seventh degiee of nseont: — after that, oo the extinction of all Sapindas, 
it goes to tho Saniunoilaktts, who extend to tho seventh degme beyond tho Saptndas, 
or to that stage tip to whii-li tho parentage ami name eoiitiuue to be known — 
(Pardsharamddhava, p, 363). 

Prior to every one else, comes the H'i/s — (DdgabhCtya. p. 151). — The Wife’s 
right is established by tlie more ab-rf'neo of Sons, Graiutsons and Great-grandsons 
[Ibid., pp. 160-163).— ^Amotig the Wives, lust comes the Wife belonging to the same 
caste as the Husband, then the one belonging to the next lower caste — [Ddyabhdga, 
p. 167). 
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Kutydyana — 

[1046] ‘On the death of a divided member of the fainily, — if he has left no 
Son, — ^his Father will take the property; or hie Brother or Mother or 
Father’s Mother; in this same order of preccdonco.' 

The alternatives here set forth are fixed; the meaning being that — of 
the property left by the deceased, the portion that might have been acquired 
(before the division) by the Father shall go to the Father, and that acquired 
by the Brother shall go to the Brother and the rest.* 

Paiihlnasi — 

[1047] ‘If aman dies leaving no Son or Wife, his property goes to his Brother; 
in the absence of the Brother, his Mother and Father should obtain it.’ 

Devala — 

[1048] ‘The property of the Sonle.ss man shall be divided among themselves 
by the uterine Brothers who are equal; by equal Daughters, by the 
Father if living, by Half-brothers belonging to the same caste, by 


If a man dies without leaving any of the twelve kinds of Sons, ,bis property 
goes to the persons mentioned here, each succeeding one taking it only in the 
absence of the preceding. — In the presence of the duly married Wife, those married 
in the lower forms of marriage do not receive the property — (Vlramitrodaya, 
p, 623). — This text refers to cases where the deceased has been a divided member 
of the family and had not become ‘reunited’. Such is the opinion of Vijndneshvara, 
LaksmMhara, Snirtickmidrika, Vishvarupa, Medhdtithi, Madanaratna and many 
others. — When the text speaks of the man dying without Sons, the term ‘Sen’ 
includes the Grandson and the Great-grandson also; a? it is only in the ab-ience of 
all these that the Wife shall inherit the property — {Vlrauntrodaya, pp. 640-641). 

If a man who had been divided — and not reunited — dies, his property shall 
be inheritod in the order here laid down. That Wife alone shall inherit who is 
devoted to her Husband, not one who is unchaste — {V yavcihdramayukha, p. 137). 

The particle 'cha’ includes the Daughter’s Son — (Doaitaparishista, p. 42). 

' Pitarau’ — i.e. (1) Mother, (2) Father. — ‘Tatsutah’ — i.e. the Nephew, Brother’s 
Son. — ' Aputrasya' — one who has no Son, Grandson, etc. — {Vibhdgasdra, 16.2-1). 

The terms ‘golraja’ and 'bandhu' stand for all the relatives beginning with 
the Brother’s Son and ending with the Samdnodakas — [Ddyanirnaya 9.2-2). 

* The ‘ absence of the Son ’ is mentioned only by way of illustration ; it should 
be understood to mean ‘absence of Son, Wife and Daughter’ — (Apardrka, p. 745). 

In the phrase ‘if he has no Son’, the ‘Son’ stands for all those whose relation- 
ship to the deceased is closer than that of the Father; so that what is meant is the 
absence of Son, Wife, Daughter and Daughter’s Son, — who confer upon the deceased 
more spiritual and material benefit than the Father, and as such are ‘nearer’ to 
him ; — in the absence of all these, the property .shall go to the Father. In the absence 
of the Father, it goes to the Brother; in the absence of the Brother, it goes to the 
Mother; and in the absence of the Mother, it goes to the Father’s Mother. — ‘Order’ 
— i.e. the order in which they are named here — {Snirlichandrikd, p. 600). 

What is meant is that in the event of the Widow becoming michaste, the 
property shall be taken by the Father and othens — {Pardsharatnddhuva, p. 356). 

Here the Wife is not even mentioned — {Viramiirodaya, p. 683). 

What is meant is that the portion that had been acquired by the Father should 
go to the Father and tliat acquired by the Brother should go to the Brother — 
{Dvaitaparishisia, p. 2). 

The option set forth here is restricted: so that what had been acquired by the 
Father goes to the Father, what had been acquired by the Brother goes to the 
Brother, and what had been acquired by the Father’s Mother should go to the 
Father’s Mother — {Vibhdgasdra 16.2-3). 

The Father's title comes before that of the Mother, — ^because (a) the Father 
may offer cakes to his dead Son, (6) because of 2Ianu’s declaration that between 
the seed and the womb, the seed is the more important. — Vdchaspati Mishra there- 
fore is not right when he says that the Mother conies before the Father — 
{Ddyanirnaya 7.1-2). 
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Mother, by Wife; — in due order. In the absence of these, the co- 
resident Sakulyas shall take it.’ 

'Eq-nnV ; — this qualifies ‘the uterine Brothers ’. — ‘Savarna hhratarah ' — 
the Half-brothers, etc, belonging to the same caste. 

Perceiving that the order of precedence set forth by Devala is at variance 
with that set forth by Ydjnavalkya (Text 1045) and Fisiut (Text 1024), 
Haldywlha has held the term ‘ Yathdkraman' (‘in due order’) in Devala’s 
text to mean ‘in consonance with the order of precedence laid down by 
Ydjnavalkya '. — Such also is the opinion of the author of the Kalpataru, 
who has quoted Ydjnavalkya and Visnu after having quoted Devala. 

This however is not satisfactory. By the term ‘in due order’ used by 
himself, a writer can never mean the order laid down by someone else, which 
order is contrary to the one laid down bj^ liimself. Because there is a good 
deal of confusion involved by abandoning what is present before the eyes 
and admitting what is not there; and also because this explanation does 
not remove the inconsistency in the order mentioned by Paithinasi, the right 
view therefore is that the order laid down by risnn and Ydjnavalkya is 
applicable to ancestral properly, while that laid down by Paithinasi. Devala 
and others applies to property other than the ancestral. This is the opinion 
of the Patndkara.* 


* The first claim to succession is of the uterine Brothers — {.ipararka). 

Hence the Brother’s is the first claim, and the Wife's is the last. Herein lies 
its opposition to what has been declai’ed by Ydjnavalkya. Some people reconcile 
this difference by asserting that the Brother’s is the prior claim in cases where the 
Brothers had separated and then reunited, while the Wife’s prior claim applies to 
eases where the Brothers had separated, but not reunited — (Ddyabhdga, p, 154). — 
'Tuhjdh', ‘equal’, — i.e. belonging to the same caste as the Father. — 'Brothers of the 
same caste' — i.e. the Step-brothers. — The order in which the inheritors are mentioned 
here does not mean that this is the order of precedence among them; all that is 
meant is that all these are entitled to inherit the property and they shall inherit it 
in the order laid down by Visnu and Ydjnavalkya. That this is so is clear from 
the presence of such particles as 'vd' and 'api-vd', which signify option and hence 
indicate that no .significance attaches to the order in which the persons are named 
in the text — {Ddyahhdtja, p. 169). — In this series of Heirs, we do not find the 
Brother’s Son; from which it follows that the latter would be entitled to succeed 
only ill the absence of the relatives namod.—The declaration (of Manu) that ‘if 
one of sei'eral Brothers get a Son, all others become with Son through that Son’, 
applies only to the liability to perform Shrdddhas — (Ddyabhaga. p. 191). 

' Dhriyamdnah’ — living. — The particles 'vd' and 'api-va' clearly indicate that 
no hard and fast rule is meant to be laid down in regard to the precise order of 
precedence among those named — {Smrlilallva II, p. 169). 

qualifies the ‘uterine Brothers’.— Father, if living'— and if desirous 
of having the property. — According to Heddyudha, ‘ in due order ' means ‘ in accordarnce 
witli the order prescribed by Ydjhavalkya' ; and on this basis, he has raised the 
question of the pre.sent text being in conflict with Paithinasi and others, and has 
tried to reconcile the tw'o by pointing out that the persons beginning with the^ Wife 
and ending with the ‘ Vedic Scholar ’ are entitled to inherit the property of the Sonless 
Brdhmana , and those ending with the 'King’ are entitled to inherit the property 
of the Soilless non-Brdhmana. In Devala's text, there is no order^of precedence 
laid down; hence the order has to be learnt from the texts of Ydjnavalkya and 
ris/iu. This same is the opinion of the Kalpataru also. In reality however, the 
text of Paithinasi refers to property other than that acquired by one s Father, 
Grandfathi'r and other ancestors,— w'hioh goes to the Brothers first; and then to the 
Mother and so forth — {Vivadaratndkara, pp. 593-694). 

The conflict among the various texts regardmg the exact order of succession 
has been sought to be explained by taking only Ydjnavalkya and Visnu’s texts as 
laying down the strict order of succession, and all the other texts as declaring only 
the title of the persons named, to succession, without any relation to the exact 
order of precedence. — But this explanation is not satisfactory All ^ the texts 
declare the order of succession; the differences are due to consideration of the 



284 


VIVSDACHINTiMANI 


Baudhdyana — 

[1049] ‘In the absence of Sapindas, Sahulyas shall lake the property; in 
the absence of Sakulyas, the Teacher, the Disciple or the Priest; in the 
absence of these, the King.’ 


In the absence of Sagotras, the Bandhu shall take the property, — ^in 
accordance with the declaration by YdjnavalJcya (Text No. 1045 above). 

This Bandhu is of three kinds: — (1) One’s own Bandhu, (2) the Paternal 
Bandhu, and (3) the Maternal Bandhu. These are as follows; — 

[1050] ‘(A) — -One’s own Father’s Sister's Sons, one’s own Mother’s Sister’s 
Sons, and one’s own Maternal Uncle’s Sons — are to be known as one's own 
Bandhua. — (B) The Father’s Father’s Sister’s Son, the Father’s Mother’s 
Sister’s Son and the Father’s Maternal Uncle’s Sons — are to be known 
as the Paternal Bandhua. — (B) The Mother’s Father’s Sister’s Son, the 
Mother’s Mother’s Sister’s Son and the Mother’s Maternal Uncle’s Son — 
are to be known as the Maternal Bandhua.' 

The title of these to succession is in the same order of precedence in 
which they are named here.— The same opinion is found in Bdlarupa also. 


The property of the dead man, in the absence of all the Heirs above 
described, is to be taken by the King, — excepting the property of the 
Brdhmarfa. — ^This is what has been declared by Manu (9.184) — 

[1051] ‘The property of the Brahmami shall never be taken by the King; 
such is the Law. In the case of other castes, the King shall take the 
property in the absence of all (Heirs).’* 

Devala — 

[1052] ‘In aU cases where there is no Heir, the King shall take the property, 
excepting the property of the Brdhmana. The property of the Brahmana 
which there is no one to inherit, the King shall make over to Vedic 
Scholars.’ 


qualifications of the persons concerned; and also the amount of benefit conferred by 
the particular person upon the deceased owner — ( Vtramitrodaya, pp. 668-669). 

The Dvaitaparishiata (p. 43) reproduces the words of Vivddaehintdmani. 

‘ Savarnd hhrdlarah' — ^Half-brothers — (Vibhdgasdra 16.2-6). 

* ‘In the absence of all Heirs’ — down to the Disciple — (Sarmjnandrdyuna). 

The rule of the Law is that the King shall never take the property of the 
Brdhmana; in the absence of Brdhmanas possessing the requisite qualifications, the 
King shall make over the property to any ordinary Brdhmana. The property of the 
Ksattriya and others, however, the King himself shall take over; if there is no one 
of those who have been declared to be entitled to inherit the property — (Kulldka). 

‘Nrpa’, i.e. the Guardian of the Country — [Apardrlca). 

The King shall never take the property of the Brdhmana ; that of the Ksattriya 
and other castes, — in the absence of all heirs, down to the Fellow-student, — shall be 
taken by the King — {Mitdlcsa/rd, pp. 790-791; also Madaruipdrijdla, p. 676). 

'Nrpa' — i.e. the Guardian of the Country and the Town — (Smrtichandrikd, 
p. 698). 

The Brdhmana’ s property shall never go to the King; that of the Ksattriya 
and others goes to the King, if there are no heirs — {Pardsharamddhava, p. 356). 

‘In the absence of aU’, — including even the Brdhmana — with the exception of 
the property of the Brdhmana, the property of all heirless persons shall go to the 
King — {Ddyabhdga, p. 217). 
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‘ Addyakani ’ — to which there is no Heir. 

Brhaspaii (26.67) — 

[1053] ‘Should a Kaattriya, Vaishya or Shudra die without a Son, Wife or 
Brother,— then property shall be taken by the King; as he is the master 
of all.’ ♦ 

Baudhdyana — 

[1064] ‘The Brdhrmna’s property, like poison, destroys the King along with 
his Son and Grandson; therefore the King shall never take the jDroperty 
of the Brdhmana.’ 

Shanhha-Likhita — 

[1065] ‘The property of the Vedic Scholar goes to the Pariaad (Society), 
not to the King.’f 

‘Parisad’, ‘Society’, — i.e. the Brahmaruia. 

The order of succession, in brief, is as follows: — (1) The Son, — (2) in 
his absence, the Son’s Son, — (3) in the absence of (2), the Great-grandson; — 
— (4) in the latter’s absence, the Chaste Wife; — (6) in her absence, the 
Daughter; — (6) in her absence, the Mother; — (7) in her absence, the 
Father; (8) in iris absence, the Brother; — (9) in his absence, the Brother’s 
Son, — in his absence, the following in this order: — (10) the nearmost 
Sakulya — (11) then the remote Sakulya, — (12) then the Maternal Cognates ; 
(13) and in the absence of all, the King; except in the case of the Brdhmaijn’s 
property. As regards the Brdhmam’s property some other Brahmana alone 
VI ho may be possessed of superior qualifications can be entitled.]: 


YdjAamlkya (2.138) — 

[1056] ‘The property of the Hermit, the Renunciate and the Religious 
Student is taken, in due order, by the Teacher, the good Disciple, the 
Spiritual Brother of the same order.’ 

*In due order’ — i.e. in the inverse order; hence (a) the property of the 
Religious Student goes to the Teacher-, (6) that of the Renunciate, to his 
Disciple ; (c) and that of the Hermit, to another Hermit who may have been 
regarded as the Spiritual Brother [i.e. a Brother-Hermit], 

Though Vashistha (17.52) has declared that — ‘those who have entered 
other Life-stages have no shares in property’, — according to which the 
Hermit and the Renunciate could not have any ancestral property, yet it is 
possible for the Hermit to possess property aociunulated during the year, 
and for the Renunciate to have ‘property’ in the form of the waist-cloth and 
such articles. § 


* ‘ Without Son, etc. etc. ’ — This is meant to include all those down to the Fellow- 
student who have been declared to be ‘heirs’. The order of succession among these 
having been fixed, the liing could npt come between any two of them 
(Vlraniitrodaya, p. 649). 

^ - Parisat' — stands for the Brdhtnanas — {Vivadarattidka/ra, p. 698; also 
Vibhdyasara 17.1-1). 

X This same order is repeated in Vibhdgasdra 17.1-1). ^ 

§ The ‘ Religious Student ’ meant here is the Life-long Student . — ‘ Dharmabhrdtd , 
‘Spiritual Brother is one who is under the same Teacher. — * * * § Bkatlrihi , one belonging 
to the same Life-stage — {Vishvarupa). 

If any one of the persona mentioned here dies, his property will go to the 
Teacher and the rest, ‘in due order’-, i.e. each succeeding one taking it in the absence 
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Shankha — 

[1057] ‘The property of woman, — -in the shape of the six kinds of Strldhana , — 
and the property of minors — in the shape of their ancestral property, — 
shall never be escheated ro the King.’ 


of the preceding. — ‘ Good Disciple ’ is the Disciple endowed with specially good quali - 
fications. — ‘Dkarmabhrdid’, ‘Spiritual Brother', is one who has been initiated by 
the same Teacher. — ‘Ekatlrthi ' is the person belonging to the same persuasion (holding 
similar views), or the person living in the same sacred place, Benares and the like. — 
That the Hermit has some property is indicated by such texts as lay down that 
‘the Hermit should give his accumulated wealth during the month of Ashvina'. 
The Benuneiate and the Beligious Student also possess such things as the ragged 
clothes and the like — {Apardrka). 

This is an exception to the general rule that ‘property is inherited by Sons and 
Grandsons, etc. etc. ’ — Of the Hermit, the Benuneiate and the Beligious Student, — 
the property is taken by the Teacher, the good Disciple and the coadjutor — Spiritual 
Brother , — ^“10 due order’ — i.e. m the inverse order. — (a) The ‘Beligious Student’ 
meant here is the Life-long Student ; as for the other kind of Beligious Student (the 
ordinary one), who is going to enter the life of the Householder, — his property 
goes to his Mother and other relatives. It is an exception to this general rule 
that we have here, regarding the Life-long Student, whose property is to go to his 
Teacher. — (6) The property of the Benuneiate is taken by his ‘Good Disciple’ 
i.e. that Disciple who is efficient in listening to thef-philosophieal scriptures, retaining 
them in his mind and regulating his life according to them. Those Disciples who 
are ill-behaved, — even though they be efficient teachers and the like, — are not 
entitled to hiherit the property of the Benuneiate. — (c) The property of the Hermit 
is taken by the ’ Dharmabhrdlrekatirtlu ’ ; — ‘ dharmabhratd’ who has been regarded 
by one as his ‘Brother’, and 'ekatlrthi' is one who belongs to the same order; so 
that the (Knrmadhdraga) compound word ‘ dharmabhrdtrekatirthi’ stands for the 
‘Brother-Hermit’, — In the absence of the Teacher and all the rest, the property is 
taken by a person belonging to their same order as the deceased, even though he 
may have Sons and Grandsons. — As regards the objection that the Life-long Student 
and other persons belonging to order's other than that of the Householder, cannot 
have any property of their own, — the answer is that the Hermit may possess property, 
as is indicated by such texts as ‘ he shall accumulate wealth enough to last for a day, 
a month, six months, or a year, and give it away in the month of Ashvina' \ — as for 
the Bemmciate, he has to keep the loin-sUp, a covering, books on Yoga and other 
accessories and a pair of sandals. — As for the Life-long Student, he also has to have 
such property as clothes and other things necessary for the keeping of the body — 
(Mitdksard). 

[a] 'The property of the Hermit accumulated by him according to the text — 
‘He shall accumulate wealth and give it away in the month of Ashvina', — (6) the 
property of the Benuneiate, held in accordance with the text ‘He shall keep the 
Yogic accessories and the sandals’, — and (c) the property of the Life-long Student, 
in the shape of Clothing, — all this shall be taken by the Teacher and the rest, — 
'in due order’-, i.e. each succeedmg one taking it in the absence of the preceding. — 
‘ Achdrya’ — ^Teacher; 'Good Disciple' — one efficient in listening to and retaining in 
his mind the teachings about the Self. — ‘Ekatlrtha’ — Fellow-student, one who has 
studied rmder the same Teacher ; this last is also the ‘ Brother ’ in ‘ spiritual matters — 
in the performance of religious duties; he is called ‘Brother’ on account of having 
the same Teacher, who acts as their common ‘Father’ — (Viramitrodaya-Tikd on 
Ydj-navalkya). 

The ‘Beligious Student’ meant is the Life-long Student . — ' Dharmahhrdtd’ — one 
having the same Teacher; — 'Ekatlrtha', one studying the same science. — 'In due 
order', — i.e. each succeeding one inheritng in the absence of the preceding — [Smrti- 
chandrikd, p, 699). 

'In due order' — i.e. in the inverse order. 'Religious Student’ — The Life-long 
iStudent; the property of the student who is going to enter civic life goes to his 
Father and other relatives — (Ddyabhaga, p. 217). 

_ The ‘Beligious Student’ meant is the Life-long one. As regards the ordinary 
Beligious Student, as it is not possible for him to have ‘a Son, Wife, Daughter or 
Daughter’s Son ’, — his property goes to his Father and the rest mentioned in 
Ydjnavalkya's list (Text Ho. 1045). — The ‘due order’ meant here is the inverse 
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^(Kldgamam i.e. the six kinds of StrldhanUf defined under Text 
No. 963 above (Manu 9.194). 

Manu (8.27) — 

[1068] ‘The King .shall take care of the property owned by a minor till the 
time of his Accomplishment and Return, or till he has passed his 
minority.’* 


order; so that (a) the property of the dead Life-long Religious Student goes to his 
Teacher, — (5) that of the Renunciate, to his good Disciple, — and (c) that of the 
Hermit, to his Brother-Hermit. — ^ Dharmahhrdtd’ is one who has been adopted as a 
Brother, and ‘ KkatXrtha’ is one belonging to the same order. — The ‘goodness’ of 
the Disciple consists not in his possessing a good character, but in his efficiency to 
attend to, assimilate and practise the teachings of the scriptures. — The view of the 
Madanaraina however is that the "order’ meant in the present text is the same in 
which the persons have been named; so that the Hermit’s property goes to the 

Teacher, and failing him, to the Disciple The present text precludes all 

other likely ‘ heirs ’and declares the persona mentioned hs the only ones entitled to 
receive the property — {Viramitrodaya, pp. 675-676). 

‘/rt due order’- — i.e. in the inverse order; so that the property of the Life-long 
Student shall go to the Teacher, — of the Renunciate, to his good Disciple, — aud 
of the Hermit, to the Dharmabhralekaltrthi; ' dharmabhrata’ is one who has been 
accepted as a Brother, and 'ekalirthV is one belonging to the same order. — Though 
all this goes against Vashialha’s dictum that persons other than Householders can 
hold no property, — yet the present text may be reconciled somehow with it by 
taking it as referring to some little things that every man must possess — {Vivdda 
ratnakara, p, 600). 

It is the Life-long Religious Student that is meant. — ‘Good Disciple’ — one 
endowed with the knowledge and due contemplation of philosophical teachings. — 

' DharmahhrStd’ is one who has been accepted as a Brother is one belonging 

to the same order, i.e. another Hermit; hence the compound meeTis a, Brother-Hermit 
living near one’s own hermitage . — ‘Due order’ stands here the inverse order . — ^Thus 
the property of the Hermit, in the shape of his annual grain-supply, shall go to his 
Brother-Hermit; the property of the Renimciate in the shape of clothes, books and 
BO forth, shall go to his good Disciple; and the property of the Life-long Student, 
in the shape of Clothes, etc., shall go to his Teacher — {Madanapdrijdta, p. 676). 

‘Indue order ’ — i.e. in the inverse order; so that the Teacher receives the property 
of the Life-long Student, the Disciple receives the property of the Renunciate and 
the property of the Hermit goes to another Hermit who may have been treated by 
the deceased as a ‘Brother-Hermit ’ — {Vivddachandra 24.2-5). 

The inverse order is what is intended hero. So that the property of the Life-long 
Student is taken by the Teacher, not by his Father or other relatives; — ^the property 
of the ordinary Religious Student is taken by his Father and others; — the property 
of the Renunciate goes to his good Disciple; one who is ill-behaved receives nothing ; 
— the property of the Hermit goes to another Hermit who has had the same Teacher 
as the deceased. — Or the meaning of the text may be that the property of the 
Hermit, the Renunciate and the Religious Student is inherited in the following 
order of precedence — (1) Teacher, (2) Good Disciple, and (3) the Spiritual Brother 
belonging to the same order; i.e. each succeeding one receiving it in the absence of 
the preceding. — ^What the dictum of Vashistha — ‘that persons of other orders do not 
receive shares ’ — means is that ‘ a person of one order does not inherit the property 
of a person in another order’; it does not mean that there is no sharmg of the 
property among persons of the same order — iPardsharmnddhava, p. 365). 

The order of succession meant here is the inverse one. So the Teacher is the 
successor of the Religious Student, — the Disciple, of the Renunciate, and of the 
Hermit, another Hermit regarded by the deceased as his Brother. — In the case ot 
the Hermit and the Renmiciate, though ancestral property is_not_ possible, yet 
they can have such property as the hoin-slip and the like — [Vibhdgasdra 17.1—4). 

’i' ‘Bdladdija ’ — is what has been inherited by the minor. The property owned 
by the minor shall be looked after by the King till such time as he may return 
from the Teacher’s house as an Accomplished Student, or till he may have passed 
his minority. — The second alternative of ‘passing the minority’ is meant for those 
who pass their childhood at home and are not handed over to a Teacher. In the 
case of one however who has entered a Teacher’s House as a Religious Student, 
even though he may have passed his minority, — his property shall have to be 
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Section (0) — Partition among Reunited Coparceners 

On tills subject, says Brhaspati (26.72) — 

[1069] ‘If a man who had been separated, lives again, through afieotion, 

with his Father or Brother or Uncle, he is said to be Reunited.' 

' Samsarga' , ‘Reunion’, consists in the understanding that ‘among 
ourselves, what belongs to one belongs to all’. That there exists such an 
understanding among certain people is learnt from their activities which 
could not be explained on any other hypothesis. Such an understanding 
creates the ownership of each and every member of the compact over all 
the property that has been, is being and will be, acquired by each one of 
them. — But, inasmuch as the text has specifically named certain persons, 
it follows that there can be such ‘Reunion’, consisting in the pooling together 
of properties that had been divided, only with one’s Father, Brother or 
Uncle; — such is the view of the Pmkdsha. — ^Tliis however cannot be right. 
Because there is the term ‘punah’, ‘again’, which denotes repetition-, and 
the implication of this term is that all that ‘Reunion’ means simply ‘the 
pooling of the properties that had been divided before’; this is a much 
simpler explanation. Thus the term ‘Reunion’ becomes applicable to the 
coming together of one with such persons also as the Uncle’s Son and so 
forth, — ^in fact all those from whom ‘separation’ is possible ; and the mention 
of the Father and others in the text is only by way of illustrative detail. — 
It is for this same reason that the Ratndhara and others have declared 
that the particle ‘m’ has been added in view of the fact that there can be no 
restriction regarding the person or persons with whom ‘Reunion’ is poasible. 
— ^The view of the Modems however is that it is much simpler to take 
‘Reunion’ in the sense of ‘the pooling together of the properties of those 
whose properties have been separated’; and it is noi necessary to add the 
qualification that there should have been previous separation (or partition); 
as this only complicates matters. As for the properties being separate, they 


looked after until he retiuns from the Teacher’s house. — Or the meaning may be 
that, in the case of twice-born persons, the ‘Return’ shall be the limit, — while iu 
that of others, it shall be the ‘ passing of the minority ’ — {Medhdtithi). 

' Anupalayet’ — should take it imder his charge and guard it. — 'Return from the 
Teacher’s house’— i.e. after the period of thirty-six years and so forth.— If, during 
this interval, there arises any need for drawing upon the minor’s property, — with a 
view to such a contingency, the text has added the second alternative. ‘Minority’ 
lasts till the end of the sixteenth year — (Sarvajnanarrdyana). 

In a case where the property of a minor without guardian is in the wro ng ful 
possession of his Uncle or other relations, the King should take care of it till such 
time as he may return from the Teacher’s house after having completed the course 
of study ; as by that time the minor will have passed over his inexperience. In a 
case however where on account of his incapacity, the boy returns from the Teacher’s 
house during his boyhood, his property shall be guarded by the King till he passes 
his minority; the period of minority extending over sixteen years — [KuUuka). 

'Bdladdya, etc.’ — the property owned by a boy who has no guardian, — the 
King shall guard against his Uncle and others; till he returns from the Teacher’s 
house, or — in the case of the Shudra and others — till he has passed his minority — 
[Bdghuvdnanda). 

The property owned by a minor, the King shall protect against his relatives 
and others who may be trying to take possession of it. — Of the two alternatives, 
which one shall be adopted shall depend upon such circumstances as actual need 
or capacity and so forth — (Nandana). 

The property of the minor who has no relatives, — the King shall guard till 
he has returned from the Teacher’s house, on the completion of his study — 
(Rdmachandm). 

The property belonging to the minor, the King shall guard against his relatives — 
(V ivddaraindicara, p. 598). 

'Anupdlayet' — i.e. not escheat it — {ViVhagasdra 17.1-7). 
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may have been so either in the ordinary course of hfe, or through partition, 
— that is a different matter. — ^The only basis for any such Reunion consists 
in the agreement of the parties reuniting, and there is nothing to prevent 
such agreement between parties whose properties have been separated in the 
ordinary courge of life (and not tln-ough partition). — If it were not so then, 
in a case where the man had been separated from liis Father, but comes to 
live together with the Brother born after tlie death of that Father, could 
not be said to be ‘Reunited’. — ‘Be it so’— it may be said. — But that cannot 
bo right; because as a matter of fact, such persons also are to be regarded 
as Reunited . — In cases where the coparcener is a minor, the Reunion, like 
Partition, can be brought about only through the consent of the Mother 
and such others (as may be the guardians of the Minor); as such is the actual 
practice among people.* 


* Three kinds ot'Srimsrsli', ‘Reunited Coparcener’ have been described here — 
{Apardrica, p. 748). 

The particle 'vd' is meant to imply that the persons mentioned here are not 
the only kinds of ‘Reunited Coparceners’; so that even when one has been separated 
from a copareouer in the shape of the Uncle’s Son, and has subsequently come 
to live with him, he also is spoken of in the word as ‘Reunited’. — The Prakdsha, 
however, holds that on account of the specific number of the three relatives, these 
are the only three kinds of Reunited Coparceners — (Vivddaralndkara, pp. 605-606). 

'Reunion' does not consist in the parties living and cooking together; it consists 
in the pooling of these properties after having previously divided them. The 
term 'punah' indicates the fact of the parties having been originally reunited and 
then beooiiio .separated. — Such Reunion ts brought about by the understanding 
to the effect that — ‘over all our properties our ownership shall be joint’; it is this 
luiderstanding that constitutes ‘Reunion’; and this agreement is in the form ‘all our 
past, present and future belongings shall be ns much yours as mine ’ — ( Vivadachandra 
24.2-7). 

That Son is said to be ‘Reunited’ with the Father who, after having separated 
from him, comes to live with him again, tlirough his love for him. The implication 
of this is that it cannot be called ‘Reunion’ (in the technical sense) except when it is 
with the Father, Brother or Uncle; it would not be ‘Reunion’ when it is with the 

Uncle’s Son, for instance ‘Reunion’ does not consist in mere co-residence, 

it consists in the parties pooling their resources in the manner in which they were 
before separation — {Smrticluindrikd, p. 700). 

It is only with the Father, Brother or Uncle that one can be said to be ‘ Reunited ’ 
(in the technical sense) — {Madanapdrijdla, p. 677). 

The Son who had become separated from the Father — if, through affection, he 
joins him again, is said to be ‘Reunited’. What is meant is that anyone who is 
in co-residence with another person is called ‘Reunited’ — {Pardsharamddhava, 
p. 361). 

It is only in the case of parties who are by nature, iiormally undirdded in regard 
to tho aiice-stral property, — such parties for instance as the Father and Son, Brother 
and Brother, or Nephew and ijucle, — that, when, after having separated, they 
come together again, through mutual affection, — and annulling their previous parti- 
tion; they pool their belongings, coming to the imderstanding to the effect that 
‘What i.s your.s is mine and what is mine is yoims’, and come to live together in tho 
same house and as one ‘Householder’, — they come to be spoken of as ‘Roumted’; 
and not in the case of parties other tlian those who are naturally undivided, — such 
for instance, as traders who pool their resources and carry on their business jointly. 
Nor would tho term apply to the said parties who, after being separated, merely 
pool their resources and do not come to the said iiuderstandiiig, tlnough mutual 
affection — [Ddyabhdija, p. 160; and Vliamitrodayn, p. 647). 

Hiio-tilcittvii II, pp. 163-164, cjuotos and rejects the abov'e view of the Ddyabhdgu 
and supplies the following explanation of the text — ‘After partition has been 
effected, if, tiu-ough friendliness. Son and Father, Brother and Brother, or Nephew 
and Uncle, come and live together, — this is what is called Reunion . 

‘AH our property — past, present and future, — ^shaU belong to every one of us, 
till we separate again’, — tIio.se uniting under such an agreement are called ‘Reunited ’. 
— So says the Prakdsha, which adds that ‘such Reunion is permissible only with 
one’s Father, Brother or Paternal Undo’. — Others have held that ‘Reunion’ is tho 
coming together of persons who have been holding separate properties. — Both 

19 
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Again, Brhaspati (26.73-75) — 

[1060] — ‘When Brothers, previously .separated, have come to live in one place, 
through affection, — when they proceed to make a second partition, 
there shall be no primogeniture . — * 

[1061] — ‘When any one of tlie Reunited Coparceners happens to die, or 
go away as a Renunciate, his share shall not disappear; it shall be 
allotted to his uterine Brother; — 

[1062] — ‘If there is a Sister of his, she is entitled to receive a share out of 
that share. — Such is the Law relating to one who has left no child or 
Wife or Bather. — ■)■ 


these views are unacceptable, on account of the presence of the word 'jmnah', 
‘again’. According to the second view, a case where, for convenience of business 
transactions, the Mother joins her property with the property of her minor Son, 
would have to be regarded as one of ‘Retmion’. — Hence the view of the 
Vivado/ralndkara is that the particle * vd’ indicates indefiniteneBS ; so that the meaning 
is that ‘if a man becomes rniited with another from whom he had been separated, 
he is said to be Reunited' — (Vibhagaaara, 17.1-8). 

The meaning is as foUowa : — In a case where a number of persons are, by birth, 
mt-divided in relation to the Father’s and Grandfather’s property, — but they have 
become divided, — if, through friendliness, these persons set aside their previous 
division and come together again as members of the Joint Family, — with the agree- 
ment that ‘what is mine is yours aitd what is yours is mine’, — these persons are 
‘Reunited Coparceners’. — This appellation cannot apply to a body of traders 
joining together — (Ddyanirnaya 8.1). 

* The denial of the Preferential Share due to primogeniture should be 
understood to pertain to the twice-bom castes; as in the case of the Shudra. there 
is no Preferential Share under any circumstances — (Smjditattva II, p. 193). 

The meaning is that, though the person concerned may be entitled to a higher 
share, there shall be no Preferential Share in this case — (Vibhagasara 17.2-2). 

‘ Seniority ’ is not taken into account in cases where there is repartition among 
reunited Brothers — (Ddyanirnaya 21.1). 

•)■ Before the previous (initial) partition, if a member dies or becomes a 
Renunciate, his share disappears, and the entire property goes to his co-residents. 
It is not so in the case of reunited members; in whose case, the entire 
property shall not be taken by all the members of the joint family; the 
share of the dead or Renunciate member shall be assigned, not to his Wife. 
— as in the case of the Husband who has been separated from his co- 
parceners, — but to the reunited uterine Brother of that member. No significance 
attaches to the Singular Number in ‘uterine Brother'-, so that the share of the said 
person shall go to all such uterine Brothers of his as may be among the Reunited — 
(Smrlichandrikd, pp. 701-702). 

‘Nalupyate' — This refers to reunited coparcener. The last line means that 
the reunited uterine Brother is entitled to receive the share of the dead Brother, 
only if this Brother has left no Son or Daughter or Wife or Father — (Ddyabhdgn, 
p. 156). 

Among reunited cojmrceners, if any one dies, or becomes a Renunciate, his 
share does not disappear; that share goes to his uterine Brother, according to 
Manu (9.212), — The sentence ‘ (inapaiyasya, etc.' is meant to be an exclusion of 


other views. — Some people have offered the following explanation : — In a case 
where there are two uterine Brothers — one Step-brother, — and a part of their property 
has been divided, — after which they become reunited, — if one of the said two 
uterine Brothers dies, the proportion of his share in the undivided portion of tho 
property also having been practically settled by the partial division that they have 
had, what the present text does is to specifically point out that the share of the dead 
Brother shall be taken by his uterine Brother. — This, however, cannot be right; as 
no division ever takes place by merely pmraing out, unless there is a throw of dice 
(c^rawing of lots). So it is the dice-throw that determines tho shares — [Vibhagasara 
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[1063] — ‘Among Reunited Coparceners, if any one should acquire additional 
property, through learning, valour and other means, — in that property, 
he shall have a double share, and the others shall receive equal shares.’* 

'Ekalra', ‘in one place’, (in 1060)— i.e. in one joint family, after 
becoming Reunited . — ‘ Primogeniture ’ (in 1060) — That is, even when there may 
be circumstances justifying a Preferential Share, no such share shall be given. 
— ^The same authority is going to declare (in Text No. 1063) that the property 
acquired by any one through learning, etc. is an exception to this denial of 
the Preferential Share. 

‘Where any one, etc. etc.' (1061) — from among these coparceners becomes 
debarred, — either by death or by having entered another life-stage — from 
sharing in the property, — even then his share in the property does not 
disappear. — ^The question arising as to the person to whom this share should 
go, the answer is — ‘it shall be allotted to his uterine Brother’— i.e. to his reunited 
uterine Brother ; because it is simpler to take it thus in view of the present 
text having the same soiuce as the following text of Manu (9.212) — 

[1064] — ‘His uterine Brothers, coming together, shall divide the property 
equall 3 ’, as also the Reimited Brothers and consanguineous Sisters. ’f 


* ‘Learning and valour’ include also other conditions which would tend to 
connect the property with the acquirer oione — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 602). 

Among reunited coparceners, if any one acquires more wealth by learning, 
valour and such other special efforts of his as would connect the property with 
him alone, — he is to receive a double share in that wealth — (Vivadachandra 26.1-10). 

‘Double share’ — in the additional property acquired by him. This text lays 
down the partibiUty of that also which may have been acquired without drawing 
upon the reunited property — {Sm.Ttichandrika, p. 701). 

The ‘double share’ is to be understood as to be given only in the additional 
property that has been acquired — (Madanapdrijaia, p. 680). 

The ‘double share’ is to be given only in the additional property acquired 
by him, not in the entire property. This is meant to declare the partibility of 
that also which has been acquired without drawing upon the joint property — 
{Pardsharamddhava , p. 361). 

This lays down an exception to the general rule regarding the impartibility of 
what has been acquired by learning, valour and the like — (Viramitrodaya, p. 677). 

The ‘ double share ’ for the acquirer having been laid down as the general rule, 
what is meant by the present text is that in the case of Reunited Coparceners, 
the acquirer receives two shares even in that property which has been acquired by 
him through di'awing upon the reunited joint property; while under the general 
rule he receives a double share only in what be has acquiied without draiving upon 
the joint property. So says Madana — {Vyavahdramayukha, p. 147). 

•f If among tiie Brothers, some one becomes debarred, by death or renunciation 
or some such cause, from sharing in the property, his share does not become 
lost; his share shall be taken by those ‘uteiine Brothers’ who may have been 
united with him in property; — also 'consanguineous Sisters’, — i.e. those unmarried-, 
these alone can be called ‘SanabhV. ‘consanguineous’, — those married having 
gone over to the Jamily of their Husbands; — also the ‘reunited Brothers'. — This 
should not be taken to mean that tlie share shall be taken — (1) by the uterine 
Brothers, as a].so (2) by .such Brothers os may have been reunited to him; as in that 
case, those Brothers who are not uterine, but reunited, would be entitled to a share 
in the property, ilinong the uterine Brothers, there may be some who had become 
reunited, and others who had not become reunited to him; and in a case where both 
these kinds of uterine Brothers are present, both shall divide the property among 
themselves. — This will not militate against Ydjnavalkya 2.139 (Text No. 1068 
below). If however, there arc no uterine Brothers at ail, then the property shall be 
taken by such Step -brothers as may be reunited with the deceased, — and none others. 
Among uterine Brothers, even wiien separated, there is always some sort of nearness-, 
so that the functions of the uterine Brother would, in a general way, be accomplished 
by even those that may be separated. Hence it is that among such uterine Brothers 
also as may have separated, — if one dies, his property shall go to the other uterine 
Brother, whose right over the property can never entirely disappear — (Medhatithi). 



292 


VIViDACHniTiMANI 


So that the Brothers that are uterine , — ^in case they are not reunited , — 
shall not obtain the said share. 


What should bo doiio -with the share is that iitose reunited with him — either 
uterine Brothers, or Step-brothers — or uterine Sisters shall take it. That is to say, 
(o) if there is a reunited uterine Brother, it goes to him; (b) if there is no reunited 
uterine Brother it shall go to the reunited Step-brother-, — (c) if there are no reunited 
Step-brothers also, then it shall go to the uterine Sisters; (d) failing such Sisters, it 
shall go to the Sons of the uterine Brothers; (e) failing these, to non-uterine Brothers 
and so forth. — -But all this shall be done only if the regular heirs, — Son, Wife, 
Daughter, Mother, Father — -are not there — (Sarvajnandrdyana). 

If among the Brothers, any one becomes deprived of his share, by becoming 
a Benunciate or tlirough some other disability, — or dies, — his share shall not dis- 
appear. His uterine Brothers, coming together, — as also liis uterme Sisters, — shall 
take his share in equal parts. Similarly among uterine Brothers and Step-brothers 
also, — ^those uterine Brothers and Step-brothers shall divide the property equally 
among themselves "who may have been combined in property with the deceased. — 
This however should be the case only if the disabled man has left no Son or Wife 
or Father or Mother — (Kulluka). 

The order is: (1) uterine Brothers, (2) reunited Step-brothers, (3) uterine 
Sisters — (Rdmachandra). 

All the uterme Brothers shall divide the property among themselves, — as 
also his unmarried Sisters — (lidghavdnanda). 

(a) If the man has any uterine Brothers reunited with him, then the property 
goes to these; but even uterine Brothers shall not receive the property if they 
had not been reunited. — (6) If there are no reunited uterine Brothers, all the 
uterine Brothers, coming together, shall divide the share equally among themselves. 
— (c) If there are no uterine Brothers, the property goes to the uterine Sisters . — 
(d) if there are no uterine Sisters, then it goes to Half-sisters and Half-brothers 
— (Apardrka). 

The share of the person concerned does not become merged in the joint property 
of the Reunited Coparceners. It shall be disposed of in the following manner; — 

His uterine Brothers shall divide it; i.e. it shall be divided among all his uterine 
Brothers — those also who were not reunited with him and also those that may 
have gone abroad — equally — (Mitdksard, pp. 831-833). — [On this, the Bdlambhattl 
has the following notes; — The first sentence speaks of 'Brothers'' and the second of 
‘ reunited Brothers ’ ; hence all Brothers are meant— those reunited as well as those 
not reunited; the first sentence speaks of the Brothers as ‘uterine’; hence the second 
sentence should be taken as referring to Step-brothers. — ' Sandbhayah'- — uterine. — 
The Step-brothers meant are those of the same caste as the disabled person.] 

Among Beunited Brothers, if any one dies or becomes otherwise disabled to possess 
property, his share shall go to those ‘Brothers’ who are ‘uterine’, — the adjective 
‘uterme’ qualifying ‘Brothers’, — and who have been reunited; i.e. those who fulfill 
both the conditions of being uterine and reunited ; — as also ■■Uterine Sisters ’ — 
but only those that are tmmarried; those married having taken theu- Husband’s 
gotra, hence no longer ' Sundhhi’, consam/uineous with their Brotheis, — says the 
Prakdsha — (Vivadaraindkara, p. 601). 

Only such Brothers will receive that share as have been reunited with him; 
such in the view of the Ratndkara and the Srnrtisdra . — Accordmg to the Bdlai iipa 
however, both the conditions should be fulfilled by the ‘ Brothers ’ — ^being ‘uterine’ 
as well as being ‘reunited’; and what the text is meant to assert is that the un- 
reunited uterine Brother and the reunited Step brother shall receive equal shai'es — 
{Vivddachandra 25.1-2). 

In this text we have two words 'sodarydh' (uterine) and 'bhrdtarah' (Brothers) 
in two separate sentences; hence the former should be taken as standing for uterine 
Brothers, and the latter, for Step-brothers. Then again, inasmuch as the term 
' sa/n.srsfdh' (reunited) occurs in. the second sentence, — and as that term does not 
appear along with the term 'bhrdtarah' in the first sentence,— it follows that such 
uterine Brothers also are meant to be included as are not-reunited. Thus the meaning 
is as follows: — (a) The uterine Brothers — even those not-reunited — shall all come 
together and divide the property among themselves; — (6) similarly the ‘Brothers ’ — 
i.e. Stop-brothers belonging to the same caste, who had been reunited; and (c) then 
the uterme Sisters. That is to say, all these persons — (a) all uterine Brothers, 
(b) Reunited Step-brothers of the same caste, and (c) uterme Sisters, — shall share 
the projierty equally — {Madanapdrigdta, pp. 678-679), 
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Some people have held the following view: — ‘In a case where after 
some portion of the joint property has been partitioned, — the parties 
become reunited, — if one of the reunited coparceners dies, the proportion 
of his share in the unpaHilioned portion also of the joint property has been 
determined by the aforesaid partial partition,— in accordance with the 
maxim of “the Rice in the Pot” (where one grain is found to be soft and 
cooked, the whole lot is regarded to be soft and cooked); so that, on this 
understanding, the share of the disabled or dead person should also be 
definitely assigned and indicated; and the share thus assigned and indicated 
shall be taken by his Reunited uterine Rroiher; — and it is in reference to this 
that there is the exclusion laid down in Text No. 1062 (that this rule refers 
to cases where the man has no child). ’ 

This view cannot be accepted. Because the previous partial partition 
cannot be taken as determining the proportion of hi.s .share in the whole 
joint property; because that partition was related to him only because 
he was alive at that time. The determining and assigning of the share on his 
death, etc., however, could not be done without the "casting of lots’. Hence 
the effect of the prmious partial partition can consist only either (o) in the 
contraction (lirmlatioii) of the initial combined proprietory right of all the 
co-sharer.s, or (ft) in the creation of the partial proprietary right of each 
individual co-sharer over the portions divided. So that (under this view) 
such a partition would give rise to such ideas in the minds of the co-sharers 
as ‘this has fallen to your lot, not mine’, ‘this has fallen to my lot, not yours’ 
and ,so forth; under the circumstances, if tho’ca'-ting of lots’ i.s simultaneous, 
then the whole, lot will have become divided; if it is gradual, then, how can 
the said maxim of the 'Rice in the Pot’ be applicable, — the attendant 
circumstances being different with each case ? 

Ydjnavalkya (2.138) also has declared as follow.s — 

[1065] — (A) ‘If a Reunited Coparcener has died, his Reunited Coparcener 
shall give his share to the Son that may be born to that coparcener; 
and he shall himself force that sliare (in case no .such is born). — (B) It 
is the uterine Brother who will deal this with the .share of the uterine 
Brother'. 

The term ‘jatasya’ means living, according to Haldyudha. 

Others ha’i-e expl.ained the meaning of the text as follov's: — 


{a) The uterine Brothers, (ft) uterine Sisters, and (c) Step-brothers are to divide 
the said share ; and from the words 'sarve’ and ‘snhitdh ’, it is clear that (») Reunited 
Step-brothers, (ft) utei iiie Brothers, and (c) uterine Sisters — all conjointly — do the 
dividuig. — Some people have e.xplaiiied the meaning to be as follows: — (o) The 
uterine Brothers shall take the said share, if they had been reunited with the owner, 
not if tliey had not been so rejinited; — (6) in the absence of reunited uterine Brothers, 
all uterine Brothers shall share it equally among themselves ; (c) in the absence of 
all uterine Brothers, the uterine Sisters shall take the property; id) in the absence of 
uterine Sisters, the Step-brother.s shall take it. — This explanation, however, cannot 
bo accepted ; as it iiivolve.s several forced constructions and is inherently inequit- 
able — (Snirlidmndrikd, pp. 703-704). 

The purely tacrine Brothers are mentioned by the term ‘sodnrydh’; and the 
Reunited Step-brothers, by the terra ‘ samsrstdiy •, and what is meant is that both 
these groups have to do the dividing jointly — [Dayabhdga, p. 204). 

(n) In the first place, the property should go to the man’s fteirs; (ft) if there are 
no heirs, it goes to his uterine Brothers, — even those that may not have been reunited, 
— a.s also those that may have been reunited with him: also those Step-brothers 
who may have been reunited with him, and also the uterine Sisters; — all these shall 
divide the property among themselves — [Virunitlrodaya. p. 670). 

The terirrs ‘sodnrydh' and ‘hhrdtaiah’ should be construed together, meaning 
uterine Brothers. Also those who were 'sanisrstdh — ic. tlie Wife, Father, Grand- 
father, Stop-brother, Uncle’s Sons and others, who may have been reunited with the 
person — {Vyavahdramaydhha, pp. 149-150). 
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In a case where the Father and Son have become reunited, and there is 
another Son that ‘was bom’ (jatasya) to the Father after the previous parti- 
tion, — ^when the Father dies, the Son who liad been reunited with him shail 
give the Father’s share to the said Son. 

What the text ‘ samsrstitiaslu, etc.’ means is that — ^when a Reunited 
Coparcener has died, the person entitled to his property is the other Remxited 
Coparcener; but when the ‘reimion’ has been between a uterine Brother and 
a non-uterine Brother, it i.s the uterine Brother that is so entitled. 

Thus, then, where there has been ‘reunion’ between Father and Son, — 
if there is another Son who is still separated from the Father, — the share 
of the Father goes to Ixis Reunited Son. not to the one who has not been 
reimited. Because what the text has asserted is wdthout any reservation. 
This is only right, because the fact of there being ‘reunion’ between Father 
and Son also has been clearly declared in Brhaspati's text (No. 1059 above). 
Specially because the rights of the other Sons over the (.separated) Father’s 
property have been set aside bs' the previous separation (and partition) ; 
wljile the right of the Reunited Son over that property has been created by 
the Reunion itself. — ^It cannot be right to argue that — the ‘limitation that the 
deceased should be childless, contained in Text No. 1062, what has been 
asserted is not possible’. — Because what has been .said there refers to the 
Son born after the ‘Beunion’. — -Thus then the upshot of the whole is that 
the property of the Reunited Father goes to the Sons horn after the previous 
partition, — and if there are no such Sons, it goes to the Reunited Son. or the 
Reunited Brother and others, — ^but not to one who has been not-reunited 
(i.e. separated).* 


♦ When a person, having become separated, comes, for some reason, to unite 
and live with the Father or Brother, from -whom he had separated, he is called 
‘ ■sauisrali', ‘Reunited', Wlule such reunited Father and Sons are living together, — 
if anotlier Son happens to be born to the Father, — lie also shall be given a share; 
and if one of the Sons dies his share .shall be resumed. ' Sodamsya tu sodnrah' 
(‘the uterine Brother of the uterine Brother’) should be taken as referring to 
cases where the partition has been made through the Mothers, and as applying 
to the Son bom after partition, in a case where the property has no property — 
{Vishvarupa), 

It has been said tliat when one of the Brothers has died Sonless and has left 
no Wife or Daughter or Parents, — his property goes to his Brothers. Further details 
are laid down here in connection with that general rule. — When one divided property 
has become imited with another divided property, it is called ’ samsrsla’ , ‘Reunion’: 
and those who are parties to such union are called 'samsrsti’ ‘Reunited’. When 
one such reunited person dies, his property shall be taken by a reunited Brother: — 
i.e. the uterine Brother, and not the Slep-hrother, even though the latter also be 
reunited. If a Son is born to the reunited Brother after his death, then the surviving 
reunited Brother shall give the share of that dead Brother to that Son. — This lattei 
statement is made in the present ccntext only casually. — The rule laid down in 
this text is stated obviously in the next text (Ydjnavalkya 2.139) — (Apararka). 

(A) Here we have an exception to the general rule that when a man dies Soilless, 
his property goes to his Wife, Daughters, etc. etc. {Ydjnavatlcya 2.137). W’hen the 
property once divided is again united, it is called ' samsi-stn’ , ‘reunited property": 
and the owner of such property is called ‘samsrsti’. ‘reunited coparcener’. The 
‘reunion’ meant here i.s not one with any one at random; it is only that with the 
Father, Brother or Uncle, as declared by Brliaspati (Text No. 1069). — IVhen such a 
‘reunited coparcener’ dies, the survivuig ‘reunited coparcener’ shall, at the time 
of the subsequent partition, make over the share of the deceased coparcener to 
the Son that may have been bom to the deceased after bis death, from a Wife m whom 
signs of pregnancy wore not perceptible at the time of the Husband’s death. In 
case no such Son is born to the deceased, the surviving ‘reunited coparcener’ shall 
himself take that share, which shall not go to the Wife or Daughter of the deceased. — 
To this rule (A) that — ‘the reunited coparcener shall take the share of the reimited 
coparcener’, the text adds an exception — (B) 'Sodarasya for sodarah’, 'the uterine 
Brother shall deal thus with the share of the uterine Brother’ ; — the words ‘ samsrstinali’ 
(‘of the reunited coparcener) and 'samsrsti’ (‘the reunited coparcener’) have to 
be construed with this second sentence aUiO; so that the meaning of this second 
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What has been said above is in full accord with the following text of 
ilfanw (9.216): ^ 


Bentence la that~‘when a reAiniied uterine Brother dies, his share shall be given to 
his posthumous Son, by the surviving reunited tderine Brother; and if there is no 
Son, the surviving reunited uterine 5rotAer shall take the share of the dead reunited 
uterine Brother '. — ^Thus then, in a case where the ‘reunion’ has been among several 
Brothers,— some uterine, some Step-brothers,— it is the uterine Brothers who shall 
receive the share of the dead reunited uterine Brother,— not the Step-brothers. 
even though they were reunited coparceners. It is in this sense that the second 
sentence (B) is an exception to the first (A) — {Miidksard). 

[On this, the Bdlumhhatti has the following notes: — ^The explanation provided 
by the J^itdksord sets aside those given by the older writers. What is meant is 
as follows; — When there are three or more Reunited: Coparceners, — -if one of the 
Brothers dies after his Wife has conceived, and partition among the survdvors is 
found necessary, and is carried out while the fact of the pregnancy is still 
uncertain or \inknowii, — it a Son happen to be born subsequently, his Father’s 
share is to be given to this Son; if no such Son is born, the said share is to be divided 
among the suridving Reunited Coparceners.'] 

It has been declared that when a man dies without a Son, his property goes 
to his Wife and others. The present text lays down an exception to that rule. — 
(A) If a Reunited Coparcener dies, his share shall go to liis surviving Reunited 
Coparcener, not to his Wife and others. — (B) If a Son — who was in his Mother’s 
womb at the time of his Father’s death — ^is born after the death of the Reunited 
Coparcener, the share of tins deceased pemon shall be given to that Son — {Vlramitro- 
dajja-Tlkn on Ydjnavalkya). 

If a Rt’umfcd Coparcener dies, his property shall be talven by the other Reunited 
Coparcener, — and the uterine Brother shall take the property of the uterine Brother; 
— i.e. in a case where the uterine Brother and the Step-brother are both Reunited 
Coparceners of the deceased, — the property of the deceased shall go to the uterine 
Brother — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 604). 

If a Reunited Coparcener dies, his surviving Reunited Coparcener shall give the 
dead man’s share to his Son. — ^In a general way the fact being reunited is the groimd 
for one coparcener taking the property of another — {V ivddachandra 25.1-6). — In 
a case where the Father has become reunited with on© of his Sons, the Father’s 
shai*e, on his death, shall be taken by that reunited Son, not by those who had not 
been reuiiited with him, but had remained sepai*ate. — The Smrtisdra also holds the 
same opinion — {Vivadachayidra 29.1-3). 

The property that ha.s been divided and again combined is called '‘sarnsrsta', 
‘reunited property’; one who owns such property is the ^samsrsiV, ‘reunited co- 
parcener’. — If one of the Reunited Coparceners dies, without leaving a Son or 
Grandson, — even though his Wife may be alive, — his property goes to his surviving 
Reunited Coparcener. If there are several surviving Reunited Coparceners, they 
shall divide the propei'ty among themselves and support the Widow. — This ‘reunion’ 
is possible only with one’s Father, Brother or Uncle; as declared by Brhaspati 
(Text No. 1059). — If, however, the Wife of the deceased coparcener should give birth 
to a posthumous Son, they shall give to that Son, the share of the deceased. — Further, 
the property of a Reunited Coparcener is not to be taken by any and every Reunited 
Coparcener'; it goes only to that Reunited Coparcener who is the uterine Brother 
of the deceased — {Madanapdrijdta. pp. 676-677). — ^The essence of the whole law 
on this subject is as follows; — (a) In a case where the Sonless deceased has no 
‘reunited’ Step-brothers, his property shall be taken by that uterine Brother of his 
who may have been ‘remuted’ with him; — (b) If there is no reunited uterine 
Brother, the property goes to that Step-hrother of his who may have been reunited 
with him; and in this case if the Step-brothers belong to the same or to different 
castes, the property shall be divided among them in tho proportion of 4, 3, 2, 1 ; — 
<6) in a case where among the Reunited Coparceners, there are iitertne Bi'Others as 
u'ell as Step-brother, the former shall take the property ; — (d) in a case where the uterine 
Brothers are not reunited, while the Scep-hrolhers are reunited, both, the uterine 
as well as the Step-brothers, shall receive the property; — (e) if from among the 
uterine Brotliers, some are reunited, and some not reunited, then only those will 
receive property who fulfill both the conditions of being uterine and reunited. In 
nil cases the Widow receives her maintenance. — The distinction made between 
Brothers born of the same Mother and those born of different Mothers has to be 
made also between Uncles who are the Faither’s uterine Brothers and those who are 
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[1066] — ‘If a Son is born after partition, he shall receive the property of the 
Father only ; or if any others be reunited with him, he shall share it with 
them,’ 


his Step-brothers \ — such is the ophiion of some people. — But that is not right; 
because the text speaks of the ‘uterine Brother^ taking the property of the ‘uterine 
Brother' \ and there is no reason for extending the connotation of the term ‘Brother* 
— [Madanapdrijdta^ pp. 680-681). 

IVhat is meant is that the property of a ‘reunited* Brother is to be taken 
by his ‘reunited’ Brother, — not by his Wife or others — {Smftichandrikd, p. 702 ). 

If one of the Reunited Coparceners dies, his property shall be giv'en by his 
surviving Reunited Coparcener to the posthumous Son born to the former from a 
Mother in whom signs of pregnancy had not been perceived at the time of partition; 
in case there is no such born, the surviving Reunited Coparcener shall himself take 
the property, which shall not go to the dead man’s Wife or other relatives. His 
Wives and \ininarried Daughters are to receive maintenance — [Pardshararnddhava, 
p. 361). 

This text indicates tlie fact that the term ''bhrdtr' stands for the uterine Brother 
as well as for the Step-brother — {Ddyablidgay p. 191). 

If any one among the Rermited Coparceners dies without leaving a Sou oi’ 
Grandson, the property would appear to devolve upon his ‘Wife, Daughter, etc. etc.’ 
according to the general rule. It is to this rule that the present text provides an 
exception. The meaning is that tlio property of a Reunited Coparcener shall be 
taken by his Reunited Coparcemt^ not by his Wife or other relations. — The next 
sentence, ‘ sodarasya tu sodarak ’ sets up an exception to the rule stated in the first 
eentence; the terms ''samarspinah' and 'sajnsr0' have to be construed with this 
second sentence also; so that what is meant is as follows: — (a) the reunited uterine 
Brother shall give the share of the dead Brother to the latter’s Sou; — (6) in case there 
is no Son or Grandson or Great-grandson of the deceased Brother, he shall take the 
property himself; — (c) in case among the Reunilexl Coparceners^ some are uterine 
Brothers and some are not uterine Brothers^ the property of the deceased shall go to 
the reumted uterine Brothers, not t.> the oiheT%~~{Vlrainiirodnya, p. 677). 

This text shows that in some cases, even a Step-brother'' s rights may be equal to 
those of the uterine Brother; if the former is a Reunited Coparcener, while the latter 
is not so — ISryjriitattva II, p. 192). 

This is an exception to the general rule propounded by Ydjnavalhya regarding 
the ‘WifSj Daughters, etc.’ succeeding to the property of the Sonless man. The 
meaning is as follows: — What entitles one to inherit the property of a Sonless man 
Is the fact of his having been ‘reunited’ with him. — Vijiianeahvara, Madana and 
others have held the view that the pre.sent text refers to cases where the deceased 
has left no Son or Grandson or Gicat-grandson; and consequently on the death of 
one such person, out of a number of reunited coparceners, his property shall be 
taken, by his surviving reunited coparcener, even when his Wife and other relations 
are there. — But this is open to question. Iii fact, the present text has no reference 
to the dead man being Sonless; if the quaIi6cation ‘Sonless’ were regarded as under- 
stood, the result would he that, of two Sons, or of a Son and a Grandson., — one of 
whom is ‘reunited’ with the Father, and the other is not, — both would bo entitled to 
the same share. Hence if ‘ Sonless ’ were imdar.stood here as a necessay qualification, 
this text could have no bearing upon a deceased Retinited ('oparcener who dies 
leaving Sons. And all this would be contrary to popular usage. .... In 
fact, the first line of the text contains two propositions; (a) The property of one 
dying while reunited is taken by the surviving Reunited CoparceneT; — (6) if tlieve 
is a competition between two Reumted Coparceners, — one of whom is the uterine 
Brother and the other the Step-brother — thou, the reunited uterine Brother takes 
the property in question. — The words 'sodurasya tu sodaralC (b) is an exception to 
the general rule saniarstinah samsrsti^ (a); and. the latter words are to be taken alsf) 
along with the former two words 'aodarasya tu sodarah\~^i:hc second line of the 
text is an independent sentence; it refers to a case where when a Reunited Copaice- 
ner has died, his Wife was pregnant, — ^which however was not perceptible at thn 
time,— and therefore his property was divided among his surviving Reunited 
(^parceners; in such a case, if a Son is subsequently bom, the surviv’iug Reunited 
Copartner (such as the Uncle of tho posthiunous Son) should hand over to that 
»^n the share of the deceased. But if no such Son is born, then tho surviving 
Reumted Coparcener ^ should take that share for himself.— Here the mere fact of 
eing t e Soji determines tho right to tal^e the share of the deceased Father, and not 
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[This text has been quoted and commented upon already, see Text 
No.1006.] 

The second half of this text has made it clear that it is the Reunited 
Son who is entitled to the Father’s property; whence the only right deduction 
is that it is only in the absence of the same Reunited Son, that the not-reun ited 
Son can be entitled to it. It is for this same reason that it has been declared 
that 

[1067] — ‘The Son born before partition has no right over the property of the 
Father’s share, — and the one born after partition has no right over his 
Brother’s share ’ — (Brhaspati 25.18].’* 


the fact of being born after partition among the, surviving Reunited Coparceners. 
To suppose the latter to be the determining factor serves no useful pur[Jose and is 
cumbrous and leads to the absurd contingency that if the Son were born to the 
Reunited Coparcener in a distant country, before partition. — and that fact was known 
to the Reunited Coparceners, — then, that Sou would not be entitled to receive his 
Father’s property. The right view therefore is that the Son born before partition, 
even though not reunited with the Father, should receive his Father’s share from the 
Reunited 'Uncle — (ViiamliarainayWia.pp. 147-148). 

[After having offered the same explanation as the Ohintdmard] — It will not he 
right to argue that — ‘according to the rule Paitdmahahcha pitryancha, etc., the 
property should go to all the coparceners’. — Because that right has been set aside 
by the previous partition. — The conclusion, therefore, is that the Father’s share goes 
to the Sons born after the partition. — if there arc no sucli Sons, then it goes to the 
Sons reunited with the Father; — if there are no such reunited Sons, it goes to the 
reunited uterine Brothers-, — not to the unreunited Son. — This is what has been 
declared by Manu (Text No. 1006 above) — (Vibhagasdra, 17-2-9). 

What is meant is this : — When a member of a joint family dies, his coparcener 
-ihould make over his property to his child; if there is no child, then the property 
goes to the coparcener himself. 'The uterine Brother will deal, etc. etc.’; i.e. when 
the uterine Brother has died and has left no Son or Father or Mother — (Ddyanirnaya 


* Some people take this text as only elucidating what has gone m the preceding 
text (.Tdjha. 2.138). — If there is a uterine Brotlier, the Step-brother can never 
receive the property, even though ho be reunited; while the uterine Brother would 
receive it, even though he be not-reunited — (Vislivurupa). 

Wliat has been asserted afhrmatively in the preceding text {Tajha. 2.138) 
is affirmed negatively in the present text; the meaning of which is quite clear. — 
The second line is in answer to the question as to what shall be done in a case where 
the Stop-brother is reunited, and the uterine Brother is not-reunited. The meaning 
is that, even though he be not-reunited, the uterine Brother shall take the property, 
not the Step-brother, even though lie be reunited. ‘Reunited’ is meant to be a 
qualification of the Step-brother, which is implied by the particle ‘api’- Hence 
the meaning comes to be this; — If there is a person fulfilling both the conditions ot 
being uterine and being reunited, then lie shall receive the property when, however, 
the condition of being reunited is fulfilled by the Step-brother, then it is the character 
of being uterine that should determine the right to the property, not that of being 


reunited— {A pardrl-a). 

In a ca.sp where a Sunless Reunited Coparcener (reunited with a Step-brother 
savs the Bala nibhattl) has died, and has left a Step-brother reunded with him ami 
also a uterine Brother not reunited with him, — both these shall divide his property 
between themselves. The present text provides reasons for 

the Step-brother who is reunited shall receive tho property, but (2) the Step-biother 
who is not-reunited shall not receive the property (the reading being nanyodap/o 
dhanam haret’). By these affirmative and negative propositions, what is meant is 
that, (a) in the case of the Step-brother, it is the character of feewig that 

entitles him to receive tlio property,— the term 'asamsrsti , not-reunited (which, 
in this explanation, has been construed with the first Imo as qualifying anyo^ryafy , 
‘non-uterme Brother’) is to be constmed with the second sentence also ; wffich thus 
means that— (b) ‘oven a person who is not-reunited shall receive the property ol one 
who may he reunited with someone else;— and as to who is such a person, the an^er 
is that it is the ‘ sodaryah ’, the uterine Brother. ■\\'hat this sentence declares is that 
the character of being the uterine Brother is the reason for the property being taken 
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[This also has been quoted above as Text No. 1007 above, where 
see notes.] 


by the uterine Brotlier who is not-reunited, — ^The term ^ asauiS'rsil\ which has been 
already taken with '‘sodaryah^ (the uterine Brother) is to be taken again also with 
the next sentence, which has qualifying *( oneborn of another Mother ) ; 
and with an 'eva^ added, this last sentence would mean that ‘the Step-brother alo?ie 
shall not take the property Thus tlirough the force of the particles 'o/n ’ and 'em \ 
the meaning comes to be that in a case where the uterine Brother is noi-reunited 
and the Step-brother is reunited, the property is to divided between the two ; because 
each of the two persons fulfill one of the two conditions of the title [the uterine 
Brother fulfilling the condition of being t/lerine and the Step-brother, that of being 
reunited}. — This has been made clear in Manu (9.210-212) — {Miidksayd). 

[The Bdlamhhattl, in setting forth the final con<*luaion, reproduces the remarks 
of Madannpdrijdia, on the Text No. 1065.] 

In a case when the uterine Brother and the Step-brother are both reunited 
with the deceased, the property of the deceased shall go to the former, not to the 
latter. The second line supplies the reason for this: when a Reunited Coparcener 
has died leaving no Son or Wife or Daughter, etc., his property shall be taken by his 
uterine Brother, even though he bo not among the reunited coparceners of the 
deceased: and so long as oven such a uterine Brother is there, the Step-brother shall 
not receive the property. — Even w'hen both, the uterine Brother and the Step- 
brother, are reunited, the prior claim of tlie uterine Brother is to the comparative 
nearness of his relationship to thedeeea.sed. — The particle ‘apf cha ’is meant to include 
what Vaehistha has said to the effect that — ‘so long as an undivided uterine Brother 
is there, the jJroperty shall not go to the Wife or other relations of the deceased — 
In these two texts of Ydjhai^aUyay the particle ‘/r' has been repeated three times, — 
the first precludes the Wife and others from the inheritance, tlie second precludes 
such reunited coparceners as the Uncle and the rest, and the third precludes the 
notion that the undivided Step-brother is nof entitled to the property — {Vlru- 
•nntrodaya^T ika on Yajhavolkyn). 

What this text means is as follows: — even though rcu7iitef}, the Step-brother 
does not receive the property if a uterine Brother is there. e\-oii tht>ugli noUrennited , 
while among the uterine Brothers, he alone shall receive it who has been reunited, 

not any other, — uotmthstanding his uterine character When however 

there are no uterine Brothers at all, the property shall go to such Step-brothers 
as have been reunited, not to others — {Medhdtithi on Manu 9.212). 

This text lays down what is to be done in a case when one of the Reunited 
Coparceners has ied, leaving one uterine Brother not-reunited with him, and a Step- 
brother reunited with him, — (1) The first sentence is 'nd7\7jodaruo dhanam haret 
asamsrstV , ‘ the Step-brother shall not take the property if he has been not-reunitod ’ , 
and this proposition asserts that the Step-brother can take the property only if 
he has been reunited. — (2) The term 'asamsrstV, ‘not-reunited’, has to be construed 
also with what follows, so that the meaning of the second sentence would be that 
‘ even one who is not-reunited may take the property’, — who is that person ? — the 
answer is 'sQdaryah \ ‘the uterine Brother’. This second sentence asserts that a 
person who is yiot-reunited may take the property if he fulfills the condition of being 
the uterine Brother. — So that both the persons, — the Step-brother fulfilling the 
condition of being reunited, and tlie uterine Brother, fulfilling the conditir>n of heiruj 
uterine, — fulfilling the conditions precedent to the taking of the property, both of 
them are entitled to receive it. The reading 'ndnyodaryo dhanam haret ’ is not satis- 
factory; but it gives the same sense — [Vivddaralndkara, pp. 604-605). 

In a case when the Step-brother is reunited and the uterine Brother is not- 
reunited, both of them shall share the property. The first sentence iB'anyodaryah 
samsrsti san sainsrstl dhanam hareV, ‘the Step-brother, if reunited, shall receive the 
property of the Reunited Coparcener’; — the second sentence is ' ndnyodaryah 
(isamsrstl dhanam haret \ ‘the Step-brother who is no^relm^Verf shall not receive the 
]3roperty ’ ; so that the idea is confirmed that what entitles tlie Step -brother to receive 
the property is the fact of his heinr/ reunited. — ^The term ' asamsrstl', ‘nob-reuniced', 
is to be construed both ways; so that we also get the statement that — ‘the uterine 
Brother, even though not-reunited, shall take the property’. — The clause 'ndnya- 
mdtrjah^ represents the third sentence, which means that — ‘among 'unreunited 
Coparceners, other than the F’ather, it is the uterine Brother alone that can take 
the property, not any one born of different Mothers. — Some people read 'ndnyo- 
daryo dhanam haret ’ : but the meaning remains the same — {V ivddachandra 25.2-6). 
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The following might be urged— ‘If such be the law, there in a case 
where a man has become separated from his Sons, and then reunited with 


(a) '■Ani/odari/ah', the Step-brother,— if reunited, shall take the property;— 
<6) the Step-brother, if iiot-reunited, shall not take the property. — The sentence 
beginning with ‘anyodaryah ' and ending with 'asainsrstV means that ‘what makes 
the Stop-brother entitled to receive the property is the fact of his being reunited. 
The term ‘not-rermited’ is to be construed both ways, — so that the next sentence 
we obtam is 'asumsrsti npi chadadyat sodaryah", which means that — ‘even though 
not-reunited, the uterine Brother shall take the property.’ This means that what 
makes the nnreuniled uterine Brother entitled to receive the property is the fact of 

Ms being uterine The meaning of the last clause — ‘ ndnyamdlrjah' 

is that ‘in a case when the uterine Brother is not-reunited, and the Step-brother is 
reunited, the uterine Brother shall receive share in the property by virtue of being 
the uterine Brother, and the Step-brother also .sliall receive a .share by virtue of his 
being reunited — {Madn na pdrijata . pp. 676-077). 

The first line refers to ease.s where the deceased has left a uterine Brother — 
{SmrtkhandrilS, p. 7l)3). — It goe.s on to sot forth the e.vplanatioiis prordded by 
the Mitaksara and the Madanaparijdta and then proceeds to continue it as follows: — 
The meaning that has been deduced with great ingenuity is not expressed by the 
words at sll. TJie most reasonable way is to take the text.? of Manu and Yajnavalkya 
in their ordinary sense and to reconcile them by taking them as pertaining to different 
topics: Mann’s text being taken as pertaining to cases where there are both moveable 
and immoveable propertie.s, and Yajnavalkya's text as pertaining to oases where 
there is moveable property only, or immoveable property only — {Smrtichcmdrikd, 
pp. 7(16-706). 

Tlie Step-brother shall receive the property of liis Step-brother if ho has been 
reunited witii him, not, if he has been not-reunited. — The uterine Brother may 
receive the property of his uterine Brother, even though he be not-reunited, and 
tlio property shall not be taken by the reunited Step-brother only — {Pardshura- 
mddliava, p. ,362). — Some people explain the second line as follow.?: — ‘In a case 
where there are reunited Step-brother and unreunited uterine Brothers, the property 
shall be taken by the unreunited uterine Brothers, not by the Step-brothers, 
even though reunited-, Manu's text (9.211) — which lays down that the iJcuii if ed Step- 
brothers and the unreunited uterine Brothers are all entitled to share the property, 
— should be taken a.s applying to eases where there are both lands of property, 
moveable and immoveable ; and the text of Yajnavalkya (the present one) as applying 
to case.? when there is only moveable property or only immoveable property. — 
People may accept which of the above explanations they think proper — [Pard- 
sharamddhavn, p. 363). 

What is meant is that the Step-brother, if reunited, should be the first to receive 
the property, — not that he alone shall take it. The qiie.stion arising as to whether 
while receiving it first, he shall preclude the uterine Brother, or he shall share the pro- 
perty with him, — the answer to this is given in the second line, the meaning being that 
‘the uterine Brother, even though not-reunited. shall receive tlie property, and it 
is the Step-brother who will get it, only if reunited'. — What is meant is that the 
property is to be shared between the unreunited uterine Brother and the Reunited 
Step-brother. It is with this view that the author has used the terms ‘api-cha’. — 
Some people have taken this text as amplifying what has gone in the preceding text. 
— Blit this i.s most improper. As in that case, what was intended to he said having 
been already sard in the present text, the preceding text would be entirely .super- 
fluous. In reality, what the present text means is as follows: — (o) That Step -brother 
wlio is reunited is to take the property, even when there is a uterine Brother who is 
not-reunited ■, (b) the Step-brother shall not take it, if he is not-reunited’. Then the 
question arising regarding the rights of the uterine Brother, the answer is given 
in the second line: — ‘(c) Even though not-reunited. the uterme Brother shall 
receive the property, and the reunited Step-brother shall not take the whole of it; it 
shall be shared by both. This is exactly what has been declared by Manu (9.212) — 
(Ddi/abhdga. pp. 193-203). 

What is stated here is that, in a case where there is a reunited Step-brother and also 
a uterine Brother, the property shall be shared by both. The term ‘asamsrsti’ is 
to be construed both ways: as also the term 'samsrstah ' (what is read for ' sodarah’) 
which latter term means ’ uterine Brother' in the first sentence, and ‘reunited’ in the 
second sentence (qualifying ‘ anyamdtrjah'). An 'eva’ has to be understood atter 
'anyamdirjah'. — The meaning thus comes to be as follows: — (a) ‘The Step-brother 
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liis Brother ^ — if he does not beget any other Sons, and dies, his property 
would go to the reunited Brother^ not to his Son who had been separated 
and not reunited,' 


shall receive the property if he has been reunited ; (b) the Step-brother shall not receive 
the property if he has been not-reunited; similarly, (c) the uterine Brother shall 
receive the property even when not-reunited^ much more when reunited ; 
and (d) even whenrewniie^i the Step-brother alone shall not receive the property, he 
shall share it with the uterine Brother, even when the latter is )iot-reunited The 
upshot thus is — (a) in a case where there is an unreunited uterine Brother and a 
retmited Step-brother, the property of this deceased Sonless Brother shall be shared 
equally by them ; — (6) in ease the uterine Brother also has been reunited, then he alone 
shall take the entire property. — ^The Masculine Gender in the terms '‘samsrstV and 
the rest is not meant to be sigmficant; that is why Manu has declared the 'uterine 
Sisters’ also to be entitled to receive the property (9,210) — {ViramiDodaya, p. 678). 

The Step-brotber shall receive the property only if ho has been reunited; but 
the uterine Brother shall got it oven if not-rennited, — In a case, between the 
uterine Brother and the Step -brother, where each one fulfills only one of the two 
conditions — of being uterine and being reunited, — the property shall bo divided 
between them ; but not so when the Step-brother is noi-reunited (thus fulfills neither 
of the two conditions) ; this is what is meant by ‘samsrsto ndnyamdtrjah' ; whicli 
means that when the reunited uterine Brother is there, the Step-brother shall not 
receive the property, even though he may be reunited ; i.e. the reunited uterine Brother 
alone shall receive the property ; as he would be fulfuUing both the conditions whicli 
would make his clauns stronger than those of the Step-brother who would be 

fulfilling only one condition The view of Shulapdni Mahdmaho- 

pddhydya, as expressed in his Dlpakalikd commentary on Ydjhavalkya, is as 
follows: — Even though not-reunited, the uterine Brother shall receive the property, 
not the Step -brother even though reunited. — The purpose served by this text is only 
to assert the claims of the unrevnifed uterine BrotVier — {Smrtiiaiiva II, pp. 19A-19o). 

In a case when, there is an unreunited uterine Brother and a Be^inited Step- 
brother, the property is to be divided between them. — Here the terms 'anyodorya' 
and ‘ anyamdtrjah' stand not for tho Step-brother only, but also for the V)idc and 
others. If theso latter were not meant, then there would be no point in including 
them under the category of ‘Reunited Coparceners\ — The term asamsfsfi-apV 
is to be construed both ways; and the term ^samfrsfah' (i.e. for 'sodarah') is to be 
repeated, — once in the sense of 'reunited* and then in the sense of ‘uterine Brother’; 
in the former case, the particle ‘upt* is to be understood aiioT * samsrstah \ and at the 
end of the text, the particle ‘cfo’ is to be taken as understood. — Thus the following 
propositions are deduced from the text: — (A) A non-uterine Coparcener — i.e. Wife, 
Father, Grandfather, Step-brother, Uncle, — shall take the property, if reunited; 
thus what entitles the non-uterine Coparcener to the property is his reunion. — (B) The 
uterine Coparcener (uterine Brother) shall take the property, even though not- 
reunited; his title resting on his uterine character, — (C) The non-uterine Coparcenei 
alone shall not take the property, even though ho be reunited; the property is to 
be divided between the uterine Brother (unreunited) and the noji-uterine Coparce- 
ner (reunited), — one bemg entitled through being uterine and other through being 
reunited. This is exactly what has been made clear by Manu 9.211-212 — {Vyava- 
hdrarnayuhha, pp. 148-149). 

^ Anyamdtrjah' — a coparcener other than the uterine Brother — IVibhuqasdra 
18.1-6). 

{a) III a case where the uterine Brother is not-reunited and tho non-uterine 
Coparcener is reunited — who is to get tho property ? [b) In a case where there 

is a uterine Brother and a non-uterine Coparcener, — both unreunifed — who is to 
get it ? — Tlies© are the two questions answered in this text: (A) The meaning of the 
first half is as follows: — A non-uterine coparcener is to get it only if ho had been 
reunited to the deceased; according to the previous text, the uterine Brother would 
succeed even when not-reunited; so that taking the two texts together it follow^ 
that in a ease where there is an unreunited uterine Brother and a reunited non- 
uterine Coparcener, the property is to be divided between them; but if the non- 
uterine Coparcener also is not reunited, then he does not receive the property at 
all.— (B) The meaning of tho second half of the text is that in a case where there is a 
reunited uterine Brother, the whole property shall go to him, — nothing to the non- 
uterine Coparcener, even though this latter also may have been reunited — [Ddya- 
niinaya 7.2-il), Tho Law on this subject may be thus summed up : — First of all 
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Yes; that would be so. 

In regard to a ea.se wliere the deceased has left a reunited Step-brother, 
and a uterine Brother not-reunited , — ^say.s Ydjhavalkya (2.139) — 

[1068] — ‘The non-uterine coparcener, shall take the property of a non-utcrine 
coparcener, if reunited, not if not-reunited; as for the uterine coparcener he 
shall take the property, even though not-reunited; not so the coparcener 
born of anotlier Mother.’ — [Several digests, including the Mitdksard, 
read ‘samsrstah' in place of ‘sodarah’, but explain it as meaning sodarah, 
the uterine Brother; so the meaning of the text remains the same.] 

The sentence is to be broken up and construed and mterpreted as 
follows: — ‘The non-uterine Brother shall take the property of a non-uterine 
Brother, if he has been reunited with him, not if he ha.s not been not-reunited; 
but the uterine Brother shall take the property, even thougli ho may be 
not-reunited’ ; — the re.ading ‘ ndnyodartjo dhunam haref (in place of ‘ndnyo- 
darya-dhanam hnret') makes the construction easier; — ’not so the Brother 
born of another Mother’ is only reiterative of what has gone before. — ^Thus 
then, what is meant is that the source of the right of the non-uterine Brother 
over the propeity in question lie.s in his being reunited, while that of the 
Uterine Brother lies in his being uterine. 

The meaning of the .sentence camiot be that — ‘even tliough reunited, 
the non-uterine Brother caimot take the property of tlie non-uterine Brother ’ ; 
firstly, because such a meaning would be repugnant to the constmetion, and 
secondly because the text, which is apparently based upon equity, would 
(if explained as suggested) have to be assumed as having its sole support 
in some suppo.sed Vedic text. 

Ndrada (13.24) — 

[1069] — (A) ‘The share of Beunited Coparceners is held to belong to the 
Reunited Coparceners themselves; (B) in other cases, it goes to tho.se 
entitled to inherit it; (0) in the case of those leaving no offspring, it 
will go to others. ’ 

‘Teadmeva’ — ^i.e. to the Beunited Coparceners themselves. — ‘Atonyathd’, 
‘in other cases’ — i.e. where there are no Reunited Coparceners; — ^thut share 
goes to ‘ tadamshabhdjdh’ ‘those entitled to inherit it', — that the Sons. — 
‘Nirbijem’ — in the case of the Reunited Coparceners dying without children, 
— ‘it will go to others’ — i.e. to those not-reunited. — The first sentence does 
not mean th.it — ‘whatever was in the po.s.se.ssion of each coparcener while 
they were reunited should, when so declared, be left with him, when the 
subsequent partition takes place ’ ; — because, in the presence of the principle 
that during Reunion, they are all equal owners, such an assertion as the one 
suggested could serve no practical purpose [[if. could serve only a transcen- 
dental purpose].* 

comes the uterine Brother; — if there is no uterine BroHier, then the non-utcrine come 
in; — as between the Reunited and the U nreunited uterine Brothers, the property goes 
to the former: — as between the reunited non-uterine Coparcener and the itnreunited 
uon-uteriTie Coparcener, it goes to the former; — as between the reunited non-uterine 
Coparcener and the unreuniicd utci'ine Brother, the property is to be equally 
divided; — as hotweeu the iteunited uterine Brother aud the Reioiited non-uterine 
Copareeiier, the propei'ty gi>e.s to tlie former — (Dayaiiirtiaija 8.1-8). 

* ‘Alonijalha — in the evem. of there being no Reunited Coparceners.— 

’ N irbljcsft ’ — tiio.se leaving no issue. — 'Itnvdn’ — i.o. to those not entitled to inherit 
and those not reunited. — 'lyat ’ — the share .should go. — The Pdrijaia ha.s adopted 
the reading ’ atonyaOtdnamdiabhdjah’ ; but this is opposed to many authoritative 
books. 

‘Atomjatha, etc.’ — when there are Reunited Coparceners, the Unreunited Co- 
parceners, in the shape of the Step-brother, etc., shall not receive any share [reading 
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Shankha [Narada 13.25-27, in otlier digests] — 

[1070] — ‘(A) If among (Reunited) Brothers, any one should die Sonless, or 
become a Renunciate, the others shall divide his property among them- 
selves, — with the exception of the Slridhana. — (B) They shall make 
provision for his Wives till their death, in case they remain faithful to 
their Husband’s bed ; those not doing so should be cut off from main- 
tenance, and also from that. — -(C) If the deceased has left a Daughter, 
her Father’s share shall be set apart for her maintenance; she shall 
retain that share till her marriage; after marriage, her Husband shall 
maintain her.’ 

'Others’ — ^i.e. his Reunited Coparceners . — 'Those not doing so’ — i.e. 
those not remaining faithful to the Husband’s bed, i.e. becoming unchaste. — 
'From that’— i.e. from tlie Slridhana-, the meaning thus is that in the case 
of unchaste Widows, it is not only their maintenance that will be cut off, their 
Slridhana also shall be taken away from them. — The ‘Daughter’ meant here 
is one who is not married-, hence the meanmg — it is necessary to maintain her 
and do everything for ending with her marriage.’* 


adopted ‘ ndmshabhdjah — In cases where all the Reunited Coparceners are children, 
the property shall go to others, — i.e. to such unreunited Coparceners as the Step- 
brother and others — {Smrtichandrikd, pp. 706-707). 

‘Nirbljesu ’ — without children. — 'Itardn iydt’ — it should go to persons other 
than those mentioned. — The re-partition among Reunited Coparceners is to he 
done by means of the ‘throwing of the dice’ — (Viblidgaedra, 18.1-7). 

Tisdmeva — of the Reunited Coparceners only; — 'atongathd' — in the absence 
ofRetmited Coparceners; — ' amshabhdjah’ , — the Son and others. — ^The meaning is 
that if the Reunited Member has no issue, his shave shall go to others — [Ddya- 
nirno-yrt 22.2-11. 

♦ This refers to cases of ‘Reunion’ — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 681). — (B) and (C) 
lay down what is to be done for the Wives and Daughters of the Reunited Coparcener. 
The other Reunited Coparceners shall perform the Daughter’s marriage and maintain 
her till then — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 702). 

(A) lays down the right of the Brothers taking the property of a dead Brother, 
even in the presence of his Widows. But this refers to the case of Reunited Brothers ; 
hence there is nothing in this that could be regarded as contrary to what has been 
declared by YdjnavaXkya regarding the Wife’s prior claim to the property of her 
childless Husband — (Pardsharamddhava, pp. 353—356). 

(B) The ‘Wives’ meant here are those who are chaste, but are not keeping tlie 
vows of the Widow. According to the Pdrydfa however, the ‘Wives’ meant here 
are those belonging to the same ca^ste as the Husband. — 'Itardsu’ — i.e. those not 
faithful to the Husband’s bed. — ' Asamskdrdt’ ■ — i.e. she shall receive as much of 
the property as may be required for all the sacramental rites ending with marriage, 
says the Kalpataru — (Vivddaratndkara, p. 603). 

On the death of a Reunited Coparcener, such of his Widows as are chaste shall 
receive maintenance. — 'Itardsu ’ — those that are unchaste . — ' Achchhindydt ’ — cut 
off. — 'Daughter’ — unmarried. — 'Asamskdrdt' — till marriage- — they shall maintain 
her; after marriage, her Husband shall maintain her — (V ivddachandra 25,2-10). 

‘Asamskdrdt’ — everything, includii^ marriage — (Vlramilrodaya, p. 688). This 
text asserts that even when the Widow is there, the property goes to the Brothers 
of the deceased — the Widow receiving only maintenance — (Vlramilrodaya, p. 032; 
also Mitdksard, p. 729). 

This refers to Revmited Coparceners — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 1,51). — This 
refers to a case where the deceased was either undivided or reunited — (Vyavahdra- 
mayukha, p. 139). 

This refers to such women as have been married, but not in strict accordance 
with Law — (Ddyabhdga, p. 168). 

Among Reunited Brothers, if one becomes a Renunciate or dies, then the 
other Reunited Brothers shall take his property; his Wife, if chaste, shall bo 
supported; those of his Wives that are not chaste shall not be supported; bis un- 
married Daughter shall be maintained till she is married — (Vibhdgasdra 18.1-11). 
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Katyayana — 

[1071] — ‘(a) Among Reunited Coparceners, on the death of one. the other 
Reunited Coparceners .shall take his property; and (ft) among Separated 
Coparceners, on the death of one, the other Separated Coparceners shall 
take his property; — those recemng the property in either ca.se being 
such as are entitled to inherit the property of any one among themselves 
who may die childless.’ 

It has been declared here that, ‘ on the death of one the other takes his 
property’; to this a qualifynng clause has been added — 'the persons taking the 
property must be such as are entitled to inherit the property of any one among 
themselves vjho may die childless’; that is they should be persons entitled to 
receive the share of anyone else who may die without i.3sue. 

The up.shot of the Law on this subject is as follo%v8: — (a) If a Reunited 
Coparcener dies, — leaving either a Son bom after the previoris partition, 
or a Grandson, or a Great-grandson, — these latter .shall receive his share 
in the property; — (6) in case there is no Son or Grandson or Great-grandson, 
the property goes to such a widow of his as may be fully equipped with all the 
qualities of chastity and entirely free from aU eight forms of ‘intercourse’; 
the other Widows, if chaste, shall be entitled to maintenance, not to a share 
in the property; — (c) as for the Daughter of the deceased, she shall be 
maintained and all her sacraments ending with marriage shall be performed 
with the property left by the decea.sed; — (d) the Fatl^er of the deceased 
.shall be maintained like the cha.ste Widow; — (e) in the absence of aU these, 
the entire property of the deceased shall go to the other Eeunited Coparceners ; 
(/■) if among the Retmited Coparceners there are uterine and non-uterine 
members the property goes to the Reunited uterine (Brother); — (g) if the 
only Reunited Coparcener is a non-uterine member, and there is a uterine 
Brother (who is not-reunited), — then both of these share the property 
equally; — (ft) if of these two (uterine and non-uterine) onl}^ one i.s there, 
then that one receives the property; — (?) among Reunited Coparceners, if 
any one has acquired special property through Learning and other means. 
after the Reunion, — it shall be shared by all; though, normally, such property 
is impartible; but the acquirer shall receive two shares, the other Reunited 
Coparceners receiving one share each.* 

In the Prakdsha, we have the following text: — 

[1072] ‘In the case of immoveable property, and in the case of propertt' 
in the shape of bipeds (slaves), — even though the property be self- 
acquired, there can be no giving or selling without the con.sent of all the 
Sons.’! 


Nirbija, etc.’ — i.s. tlioy are so related to each other that if anyone dies 
childless, the other will take his property — {Vibhdgasarn 18.2-3). 

■f In regard to immoveable propcili/, — arice.stral as well as self-acquired — one 
is subservient to the Son and others and the Father’s ownership is not absolute— 
{Mildksard, p. 611 and Vlramitrodaya, p. j32). 

What is forbidden js (the giving and selling — (Ddyabhdga, p. 35),— not enjoy- 
ment [Vyavalmramayukha, p. 91). 

This text rofer.s either to the property of Reunited Coparceners or to Jomt 
Property i/i general; as it is only in regard to these that the Father is not free to do 
what he likes. — All that is meant is that such giving or selling is not commended — 
(Viblidgasdra 19.1-10). , , j i i 

In a case where the ancestral property had been lost and has been recovered 
by the Father by drawing upon the Joint Property, — the Father cannot dispose 
of that property without the consent of his Sons. 'Arjilam’ here means recervered 
by himeeU—iDdyanirriaya 18,2-1). 
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[1073] ‘Those that are born, those that are unborn, those that are in the 
womb, — all these require a living, not the right to give or sell.’ 

The following is an exception to the above — 

[1074] ‘Even a single Coparcener can give away or mortgage or sell 
immoveable property, in times of distress, for the sake of the family; 
specially for a pious pm-pose.’ 

That is to say, even a divided member of the familj- may give 
away or sell even immoveable property, in times of distress involvhig the 
whole familj', — or for such pious purposes as the marriage of girls and so 
forth.* 

Manu (Vydsa in other digests) — 

[1075] ‘Divided or undivided, all Coparceners are equal, in regard to 
immoveable property; and no one person among them has the right to 
give, mortgage or sell it.’ 

What is meant by this is that when certain Coparceners have become 
separated, and in regard to any property if it is doubtful whether or not it 
has been divided, it is advisable, for the removal of this doubt, to secure the 
consent of the separated Coparcener also.f 


* Wliile the Sons or Grandsons or Brothers — forming members of a joint 
family — are minors, and as such, not in a position to accord their consent to any 
transactions, — if some calamity happen to overtake the whole family, — or if it 
becomes necessary for the purpose of supporting the family, or for the purpose of 
performing certain obligatorj' Shrdddliaa and other rites, — even a single Coparcener, 
— ^who is qualified to do it, — may give away or mortgage or sell immoveable property 
— [Mitdksard, p. 611). 

Even though the man has been separated from his Coparceners, — and the 
property is an immoveable one, — if there is a calamity upon all Coparceners, 
— or a Daughter of one of the Coparceners has to be married, — then for meeting 
these cases, even the divided Coparcener may give away or sell the immoveable 
property — (Vibhagasara 18,2-8), 

f ‘ Adhamana ’ is mortgaging. This refers to cases where the Coparceners have 
found it difficult to make an exactly equal division of the immoveable property 
and have therefore agreed to divide its produce year after year — [Smrticliandrikd , 
p. 716). 

The text should not be taken to mean that any individual Coparcener has 
no right to sell or mortgage or give away the property mentioned. Because the 
‘ownership’ — wliich consists in being entitled to di.spo8al — is there, as in the case of 
all other property. What the text means is that — 'if a Coparcener, on the strength 
of his ownership, ware to sell, or mortgage or give away the property to an 
undesirable person, he would injure the whole family and thereby incur sin’; it 
does not mean that the transac-tion itself would be invalid — [DdyabJidgn, p. 34). 

The case contemplated here is one in which tho ownership of each Coparcener 
extends over the entire property, it is for tliis reason that the giving, etc. of it by 
any one without the consent of others has been forbidden ; — ^when it is done for 
the individual’s personal benefit — [Smrlitattva II, p. 164). — In cases where tho 
Coparceners have been separated, but their individual shares in the property liave 
not been specifically allocated, the property remains, to that extent, joint-, and it 
follows from this that no smgle Coparcener has the right to sell or mortgage oi 
give it away. When the property has been definitely partitioned and tho shares 
specifically allocated, the said transactions would be perfectly valid in regard to 
those shares. In reality, however, even in the case of separated Coparceners, tho 
obtaining of the consent of others would serve the purpose of stopping any disputes 
that might otherwise arise in regard to the property; — this con,sent, in this case, 
standing on the same footing is the consent of neighbours and kmsmeii — 
{Smrtitfittva II, p, 176). 

[After quoting the opinion of the Smrtitaitva ] — This same appears to be tlie 
view of the JMitdIcsard also, which lias defined* in6/idf/a’,‘ Partition’, as ‘the allocation 
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There is the following declaration — 

[1076] ‘Land passes (from one person to another) under six conditions; 
(1) the consent of the village, (2) the consent of paternal relatiom, 
(3) the consent of neighbours, (4) the consent of Coparceners, (6) the 
giving of gold, and (6) the giving of water.’ 

Here, the consent of the village, the Coparceners and the paternal relations 
has been mentioned with a view to the making of the gift (transfer) public; — 
the consent of the neighbours is for the purpose of precluding disputes regarding 
the boundary ; — and the giving of gold and water has been laid down in view 
of the following text — 

[1077] ‘There should be no selling of immoveable property; it may be 
mortgaged with consent’; — 

where there is prohibition (of selling land); and yet in the following text — 
[1078] ‘He who accepts the gift of land, and he who makes that gift, — 
both incur merit by the act, and are sure to go to Heaven’, — 

the giving of land has been highly commended. — Hence the conclusion is 
that, even when selling (land), one shotild make gifts of gold and water; so that 
the selling also becomes an act of g’ift. — This is what is meant by the 
Text No. 1076 above (where the giving of gold and water are laid down).* 


of the ownership of an individual Coparcener over one part of the property which 
consists of several parts over which extends the ownership of several persons’. 
The question for consideration is — Does the ownership of the owners over a 
number of articles constituting ‘Property’ extend over each particular article 
severally or over all of them ooUeotively 1 We hold that it extends over every one 
of the articles severally — {Vlramilrodaya, pp. 549-6S0). — Though it is well known 
that no single Coparcener has the right, with the consent of others, to sell or mortgage 
or give away any part of the joint property of any kind, — yet it has been reiterated 
here with special reference to immoveable property, with a view to indicating its 
special importance. — In the case of undivided Coparceners, it is just possible that 
after the lapse of some time, doubts might arise as to their having been separated 
or joint before a disputed transaction ; and for the settling of this point, partition 
would have to be proved by witnesses and other means. If, therefore, the consent 
of the Coparceners has been obtained, the transaction becomes validated for all 
time — (Vlramitrodaya, p. 685). 

The text prohibits the selling, etc. by non-separated members of a joint family 
— [Ddyanirnaya 16.2—6). 

* The consent of the ‘village’ has been held to be essential in view of the 
injunction that ‘ the acceptance of gifts should be done openly, specially in the case 
of immoveable property’; and it is meant for the purpose of making the transaction 
widely known (and irrevocable) ; it is not meant that without such consent, the 
gift is invalid. — The consent of ‘neighbours’ is required for the purpose of removing 
all disputes regarding boimdaries. — ^The necessity of the consent of ‘relatives’ 
has been already emphasised . — * By giving gold and water', — The selling of unmoveable 
property having been deprecated, and its giving away having been commended, 
whenever such property is sold, the selling should bo in the manner of a gift, and 
as such it should be accompanied with the gift of gold and water — {Mitdksard, p. 612). 

After the property has been partitioned, the consent of the Coparceners to any 
gift that may be made is required only for the purpose of setting adds all doubts 
regarding the boundaries of divided and undivided property ; and it is necessary in 
the same manner as the consent of the village, neighbours and the rest.—— Ddydda 
here stands for the Daughter's Sons, etc., the paternal relations Jndti shaving 
been mentioned separately.— ‘G*cld and water' — even when land is sold, the selling 
should, in the manner of gifts, be accompanied with the giving of gold and water; 
— says Vijftdneshvara — [Smrtitattva II, pp. 166-167). 
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Section (P) — Proofs of Partition 
On this subject, says Ndrada (13.36-40) — 

[1079] ‘When the subject of partition is in doubt, the settlement of the 
dispute among Coparceners shall be founded on the testimony of kins- 
men, the deed of partition and the separate transaction of business.* 

[1080] ‘Among undivided Brothers, there is a single (common) performance 
of religious duties; after division, each has to perform his duties 
separately.’ t 

[1081] ‘Giving and receiving Cattle, Food, Houses, Fields and acceptance 
(of mortgages), — as also Religious Acts with Cooked Food, Income and 
Expenditure, — should be understood to be separate among divided 
(Brothers). — 

[1082] ‘The acta of giving of evidence, standing surety, giving and receiving 
gifts, — may be done among themselves, by divided Brothers, not by 
undivided ones.’ 

[1083] ‘Those Coparceners among whom these transactions are carried on 
should be regarded as divided , — even in the absence of a written doou. 
ment.’t 


*'Sundeha’ — dispute. — 'Ddyaddndm’ — among Coparceners — in regard to 
‘ vibhdga ’, Partition it^lf, — one party saying that ‘ there has been no partition between 
us’, — also in regard to the 'dharma', character — of the Partition — the disputant 
saying ‘all of our party has not been partitioned’; — the decision in such matters 
shall be arrived at either ‘jdatibhih’ — through witnesses in the shape of kinsmen, — 
or through the deed of partition, — or by means of reasonings based upon such indica- 
tion of facts as the separate business-transactions and so forth — {Vyavahdra- 
mayukha, p. 132). 

The special mention of ‘Kinsmen’ shows that so long as Kinsmen are available 
as witnesses, other witnesses shall not be swlmitted. — 'Kdrya' — Agriculture, etc. — 
the separate carrying on of these — (Viramitrodaya, p. 176). 

^'Dharma'’ — Vaishvadeva and other offerings — [Smrtichandrikd, p. 718; also 
Vivddaratnakara, p. 607). 

Separate Agriculture and other operations and separate performance of the 
Five Great SaerSices, etc. have been declared here to be indicative of separation — 
(Mitdk^rd, p. 872). 

Here the term ‘bhrdlrndm’ (Brothers) stands not for Brothers only, but for 
‘members of a joint fsunily’ in general. Hence the rule applies to all undivided 
members of a joint family, such as Father, Grandfather, Son, Grandson, Paternal 
Uncle, Nephew and so forth — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 132). 

Every act — temporal or spiritual — is done with the help of property that has 
not been partitioned; hence the reward of the act accrues to all Coparceners — 
{Viramitrodaya, p. 649; and Smjrtitatlva II, p. 164). 

X'Qrahariam' — acceptance of gifts. — The meaning is that the fact of partition 
is proved by the existence of these transactions. — 'PravartarUe’ — are carried on — 
{Smjiichandrikd, p. 718). 

These are proofs indicative of Partition — (Apardrka, p. 766; and Mitdksard, 
p. 87^. 

‘Agama’ — income of wealth. — ‘Vyaya’ — expenditure of wealth. — Such income 
and expenditure are meant here as cannot be accounted for otherwise than on the 
basis of Partition — (V ivddaratndkara, p. 607). 

If one Brother makes a gift and another accepts it; — or if their houses and 
income and expenditure are separately kept ; — or when a loan is advanced by one, 
the other acts as witness or surety, — or when loan-transactions are carried on 
between themselves, — or if one of the Brothers, having bought an article for trading 
purposes, sells it to the other, — any one of these transactions can be carried on only 
among divided persons; hence on the strength of these the Partition becomes proved. 

20B 
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‘ Vihhdgadharma'’ — DAarma— subject — ^in the shape of Vibhdga — 
Partition. — ■''Kinsmen ' — those who actually saw the partition being made. — 
‘ Bhdyalekhya' is the Aksapaira, the Deed of Partition. — ‘ Prthak-Kdrya ' — 
separate business — transactions, relating to income and expenditure, which 
is a condition invariably concomitant with division. — ‘Dharma ' — such 
religious duties as the V ai shvadeva-off ering. — ‘ Ddnagrahanam’ , giving and 
receiving of gifts, independently of one another.- — 'Pashu ’ — buying and 
seDing, etc. of cattle. — '’Anna ' — producing of food-grains separately. — 
'Grha ' — separate household. — ‘Ksetra ’ — separate fields . — 'Parigraha ’ — 
acceptance of mortgage, etc. — ‘Pdfcadharma’— religious rites performed with 
cooked food, e.g. the Parvana-Shraddha. — ' Agwrtm' — ^income, acquisition of 
wealth. — ' Vyaya ’ — expenditure of wealth. — So also when one acts as a 
witnesa to the debt-transactions of the other,- — ^or stands surety for him, — 
or if one receives gifts made by the other, — then these two persons should 
be regarded as ‘divided’. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.150) — 

[1083] ‘If there is a doubt regarding Partition, the fact of the partition should 
be regarded as proved by kinsmen, witnesses and documents, as also 
by separate households and lands.’ 

[The other reading for ‘ Vibhagasya tu sandehe' being ‘ Vibhaganihnave 
bandhu—' . 

'Yaittdkaih' — separate; the word being derived from the root ‘yu’ 
which connotes non-mixing ; hence the meaning is that the fact of the Partition 
should be deduced from the persons having separate houses and lands ; that is 
to say, .separate houses and lands, which cannot be otherwise accounted for, 
lend to the presumption that there has been partition.* 


— It is not meant that aU those conditions should be present before Partition can be 
regarded aa proved — {Ddyabhdga, pp. 231-232). 

‘Dana’ and ‘grdharw,’ stand for the giving and receiving of loans. These same 
are reiterated in the second text — (Vyavahdramayuhha, p. 135). 

The prohibition of mutual giving, etc. among undivided Coparceners is quite 
equitable; even before the gift is made, the ownership of the recipient would, in 
this case, be already there; so that there could be no ‘giving’ or ‘receiving ’ at all. — 
Similarly with giving evidence and standing surety (the interests of the Coparceners 
being identical) — {Sjnptitatlva II, p. 164). 

* ‘ Yautakaih’ — separate — (Vivadaratndkara, p, 607). 

This text explains what should be done if any one of the Coparceners denies 
the partition. — If the partition is denied, it should be proved by the testimony of 
kinsmen — i.e. the Maternal Uncle and other relatives, — or by 'witnesses', or ‘docu- 
ments ’ that might have been executed setting forth the details of the partition. Says 
Brliaspati — -‘When Brothers are divided, they should execute a document proclaiming 
the division and they should also have unimpeachable witnesses to the transaction’. 
— 'Orhakaetra — yautaka' are separate houses, separate lands and separate marriage- 
portions— (Vishvarupa). 

When there is a dispute as to whether or not division has taken place, it is to 
be proved by means of Kinsmen and others; also by ‘yautaka' — separate — houses, 
lands, etc. 'Houses and lands' stand for all those evidences of separation that 
have been described by Ndrada (Texts 1079 et seq.) .... If Brothers and other 
Coparceners do all this publicly, they may be presumed to be separate in business — 
{Apardrka). 

The fact of the Partition may be ascertained through Jndtis [explained by the 
Bdlamhhatll as neutral persons belonging to the same caste as the parties concerned]. 
through ivitnesses and through documents, — i.e. the deed of partition ; as also through 
houses and lands being separate [yautaka) — [Miidksard). 

The fact of the Partition is to be ascertained by the Judge arid others, through 
Jndtis — ^paternal kinsmen, — witnesses — such as have been prescribed, — who would 
bring testimony to the fact of partition, — and documents — deed of partition; — 
‘houses and lands', which are ‘yautaka', i.e. belonging to each Coparcener as 
exclusively as their marriage-portions — (Viramitrodaya-Tlkd on Ydjdavalkya). 
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Again {Ydjnavalkya 2.52) — 

[1084] ‘Among Brothers, between Husband and Wife, and between Father 
and Son, — ^no surety-ship, or loan -transaction, or bearing witnesses 
can be permitted, so long as they are not separated.’ 

That is to say, before partition, there can be no transaction of surety- 
ship and the rest between the seta of persons mentioned. 

The following o6jec<'ion may be raised — ‘As between Husband and Wife, 
there can be no partition, — on accomit of the declaration of Apastamba, 
that — 

£1085] “ There can be no partition between Husband and Wife ”. 

The answer to this is as follows: — Such Vedic texts as — 

[1086] ‘The Husband and Wife should instal the Fire’ — point out that the 
performance of such specified acts, the Husband and Wife are entitled 
jointly. — Similarly, in accordance with the following texts — 

[1087] ‘One initiates the Sacrificer with the Belt and his Wife with the 
Rope’; — 

[1088] ‘The Sacrificer’s Wife looks into the Butter’ ; — 

[1089] ‘The Sacrificer ties up the Kusha-bundle ’ and so forth — 

there are a number of Shrauta acts — to bo performed with the help of the 
duly Consecrated Fire (which is installed jointly by the Husband and Wife), — 
and also according to the text that — 

[1090] ‘The Smdrta rites are to be performed in the Matrimonial Fire’, 
etc, etc. — 

there are certain Smdrta acts, like the Avaaathya and other Home-ofierings 
which are performed with the help of the Matrimonial Fire which is kindled 
by the Husband and Wife conjointly; — ^and to the performance of both these 
sets of acts, the Husband and Wife are entitled jointly. — Similarly to the 
enjoyment of the reward following from the performance of these acts, they 
are jointly entitled ; as is clearly indicated by such texts as — 

[1091] 'In Heaven the two attain imperishable effulgence', — 


By these the fact of partition should be regarded as proved, — also by ‘ separate 
houses and lands’ — (Pardsharamddhava, p. 386). 

The most important witnesses are the Jitdlis — i.e. the Sapindas; in the absence 
of these, other witnesses who are impartial. All these are not meant to be of equal 
importance ; if they had been so meant then the single term ‘ witness ’ would have 
been sufficient — (Dayabhaga, p. 229). 

‘Jndti’ — Father’s relatives; wi<?i«sses — who are impartial. As compared with 
ordinary witneMes, the relations would be more intimate with the parties and as 
such more likely to know of the separate performance of Shrdddhas and such 
other circumstances indicative of partition. — 'Lelihyena' — by the deed of partition. 
By all these means, the fact of partition may be ascertained; — also ‘yautakaih 
grliakaeiraih' — by separate houses and lands— (Firoinibodoya, p. 715). 

If, after the lapse of some time, some one denies the partition, the fact can be 
got at through drtdiis — paternal relatives — , witnesses, of the prescribed qualifications, 
— and documents — i.e. the deed of partition; — as also through separated houses and 
lands. That is, it is to be ascertained by the fact of the parties carrying on then- 
agricultural and other operations separately, and also performing this five great 
sacrifices and other religious acts separately — (MadanapSrijdta, p. 689). 

Here Ydjhavalkya describes the means of proving the partition in the event of 
some one denying it.— Yautakaih' — separate; — qualifies ‘grftalseira-iii’, houses and 
lands — {Vyavahdramayukha, p. 132). 
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which appear in the same context. — But sucli is not the case with such acts 
as Charity and Public Benefactions, which do not need the help of the said 
Fires. — Hence there is not the least possibility of Apastamba's text meaning 
that ‘ there can be no j^artition of wealth between Husband and Wife ’ ; specially 
as that text of Apastamba occurs in the section dealing with the subject of 
the ‘Wife looking into the clarified bulter’; and also because the said is 
followed by the assertion that — ‘by reason of their Marriage there is a 
companionship between the Husband and Wife in regard to religious acts 
and also to the rewards of spiritual merits.’ 

Says the objector — ‘If that be so, then, as under the Adhikarana 

on the Wife (Mimdtnsd Sidra ), it has been asserted that “ there is 

Wife’s ownership also over the Husband’s property”,— it follows that there 
would have been partition between them if there were no scriptural prohibition 
of it (in the shape of Apastamba's text)’. 

Not so; because, please understand that, the Wife can ha%e no property 
at all ; as declared by A/an/i (S.410) that — 

[1092] ‘The Wife, the Slave and the Son have no property of their own.’ — 

As regards the Miyiulmsd- Adhikarana qiioted, all that that does is to establish 
the joint liability of the Husband and Wife towards the performance of 
sacrifices ; and it does not set aside the declaration that ‘ the Wife can have no 
property’. Because the said Adhikarana represents a conclusion arrived at 
through reasoning and hence it cannot set aside an authoritatii^e verbal 
declaration. 

Finally, as ri-gards the fact that there is partition between Husband 
and Wife, it is proved by the declaration that — 

[1093] ‘Wives should be made equal sharers' (see Text No. 880 above). — 

So says the Ralnakara.* 


* Among Brothers and the rest, — so long as they have not separated — there 
can be no such transactions as Loans, standing Surety, or bearing witness, for 
each other. It is in accordance with this that it may be determined whether or 
not the parties are separated. — The mention of the ‘Husband and Wife’, between 
whom no separation is possible, serves the purpose of emphasising the fact that 
among other Coparceners also, — so long as they iiave not separated, — there can be 
no such transactions — (Vishvarupa). 

Among Brothers, etc., — so long as their property has not been divided, — 
suretyship and other transactions among themseives is forbidden. — 'Dampati ' — 
Husband and Wife. — ' Pratibhavya’ — Suretyship; under which the person who 
guarantees the pre.s6nce or trustworthiness or payment on belialf of another person 
13 called the ‘Surely ’.—The epithet ' avibhakte' , 'so long as the,\ are not divided’, 
applies to ‘Brothers’ and to ‘Father and Son’,— not to tlio ‘Eusbaud and Wife’; 
as there can be no ‘division’ of property betw'een these two,— the Wife being the 
owner of her Husband’s property simply by virtue ot being his Wife; hence the 
property that is common between Husband and Wife eoimot be divided — 

(Apararka). tt j j 

•PratfWiari/nni ’—Suretyship.— Among Brothers, beiwoen Husband and Mrfe, 
and between Father and Son.— so long as their juxiperty has not been du ided,— 
ie prior to partition,— suretv sliip. bearing witnesses, and loan -transactions have 
been forbidden by Mann and others; and the reason for this lies m the fact that 
their assets are common; and in the ca.se ot suretyship and bearing witness, 
there is a chance, under certain contingc'neios of their ending in the Surety 
or the Witness having to pay tho amount ni dispute. This prolubitioti. however, ts 
only in regard to such trmisartions being entered into withmit mutual consent; 
with mutual coiisont, surotysbip and other transaetioiis do take place between 
undivided members ot tlie family also: afhr partition of emir* it takes place even 
without mutual consent,— An objeiiiou is uu*d here— As lietweeu Husband 
and Wife, it is not right to speak of ‘‘division” (separatiouh a.s no ar;>^(to« is 
possible between them . That there con lio no division of projwtj betw’ven Husband 
and Wife has been shown in' A yaslamba who says— "There eaiUic no division between 
Husband and Wifo’”.— ^Tbe answer to this is os follows,'— The absence of diviston 
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Brhaspati — 

[1094] ‘Those who keep their income* expenditure, wealth, separate and 
engage in mutual transactions of money-lending and trade — are divided 
among themselves.’ 


spoken of by Apastamba is only with reference to such acts and then results as are 
performed with the help of the Shrauta and Smdrta Fires, — not to all acts, nor to 
property. That such is the meaning of Apastamha's text is clear from the fact that, 
after having said that ‘there can be no division between Husband and Wife’, he 
goes to give the reason — ‘because of the marriage-rite there is companionship 
between them in regard to acts and the consequent merit and rewards resulting 
therefrom’. The meaning of this is that — ‘because companionship in regard to 
acts, from the time of marriage onwards, is found to be asserted in tlie Shruti — in 
such texts as the Husband and Wife should hiatal the Fire, — therefore from their 
joint liabilixy towards the Installing of Fire, it follows that their liability towards 
all those acts that are performed with the kelp of that Fire is also joint; — similarly 
by virtue of such Smrti-texts as — All Smdrta rites are to be performed in the 
Matrimonial Fire — their liability towards all acts performed with the help of the 
Mairimonial Fire also must be regarded as joint’. — From this it follows that in 
regard to acts other than these performed with the said Shrauta and Smdrta Fires, — 
e.g. such acts as works of public philanthropy — the liability of the Husband and 
the Wife is distinct. — Then again, in regard to the reward of spiritual merit also, — 
such as Heaven and the like, — we find it declared that the claims of the Husband 
and Wife are joint, — in such texts as ‘^Divijyoti, etc.\ From this also it follows 
that in regard to their actions in the performance of which their liability is joint, 
their claims to their rewards also must be joint. But that cannot be so in regard 
to the claims of the Wife to the reward of such acts of philanthropy as she may 
have done with the Husband’s permission. — ‘But’ — says the objector — ‘we find 
the joint character of their property also asserted in the subsequent texts of 
Apaatamba', — such as “so also in regard to the ownership of property — if during the 
Husband’s absence the Wife makes gifts, she is not to be regarded as a thief”.* 
— True; but all that these texts show is the Wife’s ownership over the property, — 
and not that there can be no partition between her and her Husband. Because 
the meaning of the texts is that — ‘The Wife has ownership over the property — 
why ? — because, if doling her Husband’s absence she makes necessary gifts, feeds 
guests and so forth, she is not regarded as a thief; and because it is so, therefore 
the Wife also has ownership over the property; as otherwise her said acts would 
involve misappropriation and theft’. — From all this it follows that there can be 
separation of the Wife’s property also; but only with the Husband’s consent, not 
merely by her wish. This has been asserted by Ydjhavalkya himself (under Text 
No. 880 above) — {Mitdksard). 

This text mentions the persons to whom loans should not be advanced; and 
in that connection forbids other things also. — ''AvibhaktV — when there has been no 
division; — among Brothers, between Husband and Wife, and between Father and 
Son, — suretyship, loans, bearing witness in matters of dispute, — all this is not 
permitted — by the Sinrlis. The particle *atha* is meant to include ‘Uncle and 
Nephew’ and such others; and the particle ‘c?to’ is meant to include Reunited 
Coparceners; and the particle ‘eya’ means that the suretyship, etc. are never valid; 
the particle simply serves to fill up the metre; the particle ‘Jm’ serves to exclude 
cases where there is consent, and also where the property involved belongs 
exclusively to one of the members concerned, and is nob joint. Hence in cases 
where the other member has accorded his consent, the Son can be the surety or 
witness for the Father and so forth. Similarly, even though the Husband and 
Wife may not have been separated, yet loan-transactions would bo permissible on 
the basis of such property as forms part of the Wife’s Dowry, for instance — 
( Viramitrodaya-Tlkd on Ydjfiavalkya). 

It follows that the person advancing the loan must have been separated from 
the person receiving it — {Smrtichandrikd, p. 718). 

The term ‘mutually’ has to be added. — ^Though Apastamba has asserted that 
there can be no division between Husband and Wife *, yet, in view of the declaration 
of Ydjfiavalkya himself, to the effect that — ‘If a man is dividing his property equally, 
he should make his Wives equal sharers’ — it is clear that Ydjnavalkya has permitted 
the division between Husband and Wife, under certain circumstances; and it is in 
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^ That is, those who carry on, among tliemselves, transactions of buying, 
selling, etc., should be regarded as ‘divided’ among themselves.’* 

The method of ‘Division’ (Separation) is thus described bv Ndrada 
(13.42)— 

[1096] ‘If there are several descendants of one man (who are divided), they 
are separate in the matter of the performance of religious duties and of 


this sense that we have to take the term ‘Husband and Wife’ in the present context; 
so that there may be no inconsistency — {Vivadaraindkam, pp. 607-608). 

'So long as they are not separated.' [After reproducing the discussion regarding 
Apastamba’s declaration] — It is for these reasons that in the performance of works 
of philanthropy, — ^whieh do not require the Consecrated Fire,— the liability of the 
Husband and Wife is not joint. That is the reason why, even in the absence of 
the Wife, the man is entitled to perform such acts; and there is nothing to preclude 
even an unmarried man from performing such acts — (Dimtanirnaya, pp. 39-40). 

(a) In view of the assertion of Apaslamba to the effect that ‘no division is 
possible between the Husband and the Wife, as also in regard to the rewards of 
Merit and Demerit there can be no division between Husband and Wife; — and 
(6) in the section dealing with the ‘Wife’, the Wife’s ownership has been restricted 
solely to the property of her living Husband; — and (c) there is the declaration of 
the Shrdddhavivelca that ‘Property is common between Husband and Wife’ — where 
‘Common’ means belonging to both. — ^Though all this is so, yet the assertion 
of Ydjnavallcya — that ‘if the man is making an equal division, he should make the 
Wives equal sharers' — clearly indicates that when the man is dividing his property 
among his Sons, he has to assign a share to his (Souless) Wife also; and it is in this 
sense that the present text has mentioned ‘Husband and Wife ’. — Some people have 
held that — ‘What Apaslamba has asserted relates only to the liability to such acts 
as can be performed with Consecrated Fire only’. — This is not right. In fact, the 
denial that ‘there is no division between Husband and Wife’ ^esupposos a 
corresponding affirmation; which indicates the ownership of both Husband and 
Wife over the same property. Otherwise, if the ownership of both were not there, 
there could be no possibility of Division, and hence there could be no denial of such 
possibility. — What is meant by Manu's text — to the effect that ‘the Slave, the 
Son and the Wije have no property’, — is that these persons are not free to spend 
without the permission of their Master — -{SmTlitattva II, pp. 179-180). 

What is meant is that Suretyship and other transactions among undivided 
Coparceners have been forbidden, — and hence disputes among them should be 
settled by persons other than themselves. — As between Husband and Wife, it is only 
in matters relating to Shrauta and Smdrta rites, that their title has been declared 
to be joint ; in regard to Property, therefore, division is certainly possible between 
them; a denial of this would be contrary to many texts — (Vibhdgasdra 20.1-1). 

’* ‘ Vanikpatham’ — Trade — [Apardrka, p. 757). 

'Kiisidam ' — lending money on interest. — ‘ Vanikpatham ’ — ^Trade. — ' Parasparam' 
— goes with both ‘Kusidam’ and ‘ Vanikpatham’ — (Smrtichandrikd, p. 719). 

' Parasparam’- — independently of one another, not conjointly. — The teem' prthak' 
is to be construed with the second Une also. [The meaning of the text, according 
to this explanation, would be this — ‘Those who keep their income, expenditure 
and wealth separate, and carry on separate money-lending and trade independently 
of one another, not jointly, are divided') — {Vivddaratndkara, p. 608). 

In the absence of witnesses and other proofs, partition is to be regarded as 
proved by such fact as money-lending, trade and so forth — -[Pardsharamddhava, 
p. 386). 

The compound ' prthagdyavyayadhandh' is to be expounded as those^ whose 
inoome, expenditure and wealth are separate’. — 'Kusidam' — money-lending ^ on 
interest. — 'Vanikpatham' — Trade. — 'Parasparam' — one Brother being the Creditor, 
another Debtor, one sells and the other buys; and so forth. — On the strengjth of 
those facts, which cannot be explained except on the basis of partition, partition is 
to be regarded as established — (Viramitrodaya, p. 717). 

‘ Vanikpatham’— tradoa [for 'dhana', this work adopts the reading 'dhdna', 
which means mortgaging'] — {Vyavahdramayukha, p. 135). 

Those who carry on these transaetiona among themselves should be regarded as 
divided; because such transactions are the only effects of Division (Separation) 
(Vibhdgasdra 20.1-5). 
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business transactions, and while properly fulfilling all spiritual and 
temporal functions, are not in agreement in relation to business-dealings. ’ 

That is, those who have become ‘separated’, and have not become 
'reunited’, (1) their ‘performance of religious duties’, in the shape of the 
Vaishmdeva and other offerings, — (2) ‘business-transactions’, in the shape 
of money-lending and the like, — (3) ‘temporal functions’, in the shape of 
supporting the family, etc.,- — (4) ‘spiritual functions’, in the shape of service 
and devotion,— all this they become entitled to do separately. 

The same authority describes the effect of the said ‘Division’ (Separation) 
in the following words — 

[1096] ‘In case they would wish to give away or sell off their own respective 
shares, they would be free to do all this; as they are masters of their 
own property ’ — (Ndrada IS.AS).! 


* No significance attaches to the qualification ‘descendants of one man’, 
or to the adjective ‘several’. — ' Prthagdharmdh ' — performing their Five Great 
Sacrifices and other acts separately. — ■' Prihakkriyah ' — carrying on money-lending 
and other kinds of business separately. — Prthakkarnia, etc .' — [this is the reading 
adopted by all the Digests, excepts the Ohintdmani which alone reads ‘ Sa7nynlckarma, 
etc.’] — having separate arrangements for the care of children, for agricultmal 
operations and for other kinds of business . — 'Na chSi, etc. ’ — if they are not oijerating 
jointly — {Tivadaratnakara, pp. 608-609). 

"The meaning is as follows ; — If there are many descendants of one man, separated 
in several ways, — e.g. (a) performing the Agnihoira and other religious acts requiring 
the expenditure of wealth, separately; (6) carrying on agricultural and other 
temporal business hy means of their separated wealth; (c) possessing separate 
utensils and other implements of work; (d) they are not in agreement in regard to 
business-dealings, and each goes on with his business regardless of the others; — 
they are independent masters of their own property — {Smrtichandrika, pp. 715-716). 

There are several Brothers bom of the same person who are ‘divided’, this 
being understood (according to some). — ‘ Pfthagdfiarmdh ' — whose dharrna, in the 
shape of the worshipping of Devos and Pitfs is carried on separately; 'dharrna' 
does not stand for the Agnihotra and the like, as these are performed separately 
even hy Brothers who are not divided. — ' Prthakhriyah ' — this refers to the ordinary 
temporal acts. — ' Prlhakkarmagunopeldh ’ — those who have separate implements 
(gunas) of such acts (karma) as pounding and the like; i.e. implements like pestle, 
mortar, stone-slabs and so forth . — 'Na cket, etc. ’ — they do not act with each other’s 
consent- — (Vlramitrodaya, pp. 713-714). 

The meaning is as follows; — If the Brothers are so circumstanced that — (a) 
without each other’s consent, they carry on religious performances involving the 
expenditure of wealth, (6) carry on such business as agriculture and the like which 
require separate capital, (c) they make separate profits and losses, and (d) they are 
opposed to each other in regard to social and village matters, then they should 
be regarded as ‘divided’ (separate) — (Apardrka, p. 757). 

Several Brothers bora of one Father, when separated — (a) may perform such 
acts of public utility as cost money, even without each other’s consent; (6) may 
carry on agriculture and such other business which require capital; — (c) may possess 
separate pestles, mortars and other household -implements ; (d) they may ignore 

each other in carrying on their business, if they are not in agreement 

(Pardsharamddhava, p. 384). 

'Dharrna ' — the Five Great Sacrifices. — 'Kriyd ' — trading and other secular 
business. — 'Karmaguna ' — working implements, household-utensils, etc. — when 
these are separate, it indicates that the Brothers have become ‘divided’. 

■)■ Here sale and other transactions have been sanctioned in a general way. 
The statement of the reason — ‘ as they are masters of their own property ’ — implies 
that this refers to immoveable property also; as, otherwise, this statement would 
be meaningless — (Viramilrodaya, p. 587). — If these men wish to give away or sell — 
or pledge or mortgage — their shares, they can do as they wish. If the separated 
Brothers give their consent to these transactions, the business proceeds smoothly; 
but even if they do not give their consent, that does not vitiate the transaction. 
The reason for this is — ‘they are masters of their own property’. — That is. mutual 
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Section (Q) — Relative Importance and Authority of Transactions 
Says Ydjfiavallcya (2.23) — 

[1097] ‘In all disputes greater authority attaches to the later transaction. — 
In the case of pledge, gifts and sales, however, it is the earlier one that 
is stronger.’* 

The ‘transactions’ meant here (to be compared) are those belonging to 
the same category. 

It is for this reason that Brhaspati has declared as follows: — 

[1098] ‘Having borrowed money at the rate of 2 per cent, if the Debtor 
subsequently admits the rate of 5 per cent, — then this latter rate of 
interest shall stand, as it wa-s the latter to be adopted.’ 

That is, having borrowed money at the rate of 2 per cent, if the Debtor, 
on account of the exigencies of his business, has accepted the rate of 5 per cent, 
— then the later transaction is the more authoritative one. The two tran- 
sactions in tliis case belong to the same category of ‘Interest-rate’; and hence 
naturally the gi'eater authority attaches to the later transaction. 

There are exceptions to this general rule: In the cases of pledge and 
the rest, it is the other way. For instance, when an article has been pledged 
for a second time, or given away for a second time, or sold for a second 
time, — all these later transactions — ^pledge, gift and sale — ^shnll be set aside. — 
This is only by way of illustration; if a thing is sold after it has been given 
away, the sale has to be set aside, on the grotmd that it was done by one 
who had no ownership over it. — It is for this reason that we have the following 
declaration — 

[1099] ‘If a sale or gift has been made by one who is not the rightful owner 
of the thing concerned, it should be annulled: such is the rule of business’ 
— {Manu 8.199). 

[Vide Text No. 173 above.] 

Brhaspati — 

[1100] ‘In a case where there have been several successive transactions, 
each succeeding one annuls the preceding ojae; hence it is the last transac- 
tion which, being stronger than the previous ones, is really effective.’ — 


consent is necessary only in regard to joint property, not in regard to what belongs 
to any one person exclusively — [Viramiirodaya, pp. 713-714). 

‘Divided’ Brothers may or may not give away or sell their own shares, just as 
they please; because, being separated, they are masters of their own property — 
(Pardsharamddliava, p. 384). 

The meaning is that the Brothers, thus divided, can give away or sell their 
property without each other’s consent — (Vyavahdramayukha, p. 136). 

* For example, if the Defendant succeeds in proving the authenticity of 
repayment, — which is later than tho Lending, — ^he wins the suit; even though the 
Plaintiff may have succeeded in proving the Lending. That is, the Plaintiff sues 
the Defendant for the recovery of a Loon, — the Defendant answers that he has 
already repaid it; — both parties succeed in provutg their allegations, — the decree 
lies with the Defendant — {Mitdksard). — Apardrka cites a different example: The 
Creditor advanced a Loan, in the first instance, on interest at tho rate of 5 per cent, 
but subsequently he reduces it to 2 per cent; — hia claim, if decreed, is in accordance 
with this latter rate. — Vishvarupa's interpretation of these two rules is entirely 
different; He proposes two explanations— (1) — (o) In all disputes, the ia«<-mentioned 
proof — that is ordeal is the strongest; (6) in the matter of mortgage, etc. the first 
— i.e. documentary evidence— is the strongest; — or (2) — [a) among conflicting 
documents, the latest is the most authoritative; (6) in the case of mortgage, etc. 
the earliest is the most authoritative. 
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[HOl] ‘If having placed an article in Deposit, one pledges the same 
subsequently, — or having pledged it, he places it in deposit subsequently, 
— or sells it, — ^in all these cases it is the later transaction that prevails.’ 

The term 'bandka’ stands here for transaction. Hence what is meant 
is that the preceding transaction is -weaker and the succeeding one stronger. 
This rule is illustrated in the second text. — ^The later Pledge annuls the 
previous Deposit; and the later Sale annuls the previous Deposit. — ^Deposit' 
consists in merely entrusting (the article to another man), while ‘Pledge’ 
is placing it under his influence; hence the latter is ‘stronger’; while as com- 
pared to Fledge, the transaction of Sale is still more authoritative; as it 
consists of the entire ce.ssation of the ownership (of the previous holder); 
while Mortgage or Pledge does not bring about the ownership (of the Pledgee 
or the Mortgagee); hence this is not so ‘effectively authoritative’. Hence if 
the Selling, which tends to destroy the previous ownership, is done again 
(after the previous sale of the same tliing),^ — it is the previous sale that 
remains effective; and the reason for this Ues in the fact that the creation 
of the absolute ownership (by the later sale) is obstructed by the aheady- 
existing absolute ownership brought about by the previous sale. — Similarly 
in the case of repledging of a thing which has been already pledged. 
As between the pledging that does not set aside the previous ownership, 
and the pledging that does set aside the previous ownership, the latter is 
the more effective. — Such is the sense of the texts. 

This is the correct explanation; and the custom too is the same — 
says the Ratndkara also. 

In regard to a case where the interval between the transactions of 
Pledging, Selling and Giving away is very small, — and it cannot be ascertained 
which one came before the other, — ^the same authority says as follows: — 

[1102] ‘If the Selling, Pledging and the Acceptance 0 / gift have all been 
done on the same day, — and all the tliree are imder dispute, what shall 
be the decision 7 The conclusion on this point is that all the three 
transactions are valid; and the three parties concerned shall divide the 
property among themselves, in proportion to their respective shares; 
the first two in the ratio of their respective claims and the Donee receiving 
the full third part.’ 

That is, the Pledgee, the Purchaser and the Donee shall divide the 
property concerned among themselves, in equal shares. — The opinion of the 
Haldyndha however is that in such a case, the claims of the Pledgee are the 
weakest, as the transaction of Pledging is the weakest of the lot. 



CHAPTER XVIII 


Gambling and Betting 
Says Manu (9.223) — 

[1103] ‘That which is played with inanimate things is Oambling, while that 
which is played with animate things is Betting.' 

'Inanimate things’ — e.g. the Dice. 

Brhaspati (26.3) — 

[1104] ‘When Birds, Rams, Bulls or other animals are made to fight against 
one another. — after a wager has been laid on them, — ^it is railed Betting.' 

Mann (9.221 et seq .) — 

[1105] ‘Gambling and Betting are public Theft and should be suppressed. 
One who does Gambling or Betting, or helps others to do it, — all 
these the King shall extirpate; as also Shndras masquerading as Twice- 
born men.’* 

KStyayam — 

1 1106] ‘One should never have recourse to Gambling, as it feeds on anger 
and greed, leads to evil, is cruel and is destructive of people’s wealth. 
Inttsmuch as quarrel is produced by Gambling, and it is Uke poison 
issuing from the mouth of the snake, — the King should suppress this 
potent source of evil in the kingdom.’ 

Brhaspati (26.1) — 

[1107] ‘Gambling has been forbidden by Manu, because it is subversive of 
truth, honesty and wealth. It has been permitted by others, imder 
.such conditions as may bring revenue to the King. It .shall be carried 
on under the supervision of the Superintendent of Gaming Houses; as 
it helps in the detection of thieves. — Such is the T-aw relating to 
Gambling and Betting with animate things.'. 

That is. Gambling has been forbidden by Manu. but has been permitted 
by others, for the purpose of detecting thio\es; but even so, it should be 
carried on only luider the supervision of the Superuitendeut of Gaming 
Houses, appointed by the King. 
y ajhavallcya (2.203) — 

[1108] ‘Ina.simich as it helps in the detection of thieves. Gambling should 
be carried on under the supervision of an olficer. Tins is to be under- 
stood as the rule regarding Gambling and Bettmg with animals.’ 


* According to Ajjararka and MitalmrS (on i'lynn. 2.2(r2), and llramitrodaya, 
p. 721, — all this refers to such Gambling curd Bettmg as are not authorised by the 
King, and not supervised by the King’s ofiSoers specially appointed for the purpose; 
— and also to those that are acoomoanied hy fraud and cheatmg. 
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‘ Bkamukham’ — i.e. supervised by the King’s officer in the person of the 
Superintendent of Gaming Houses.* 

Brhaspali (26.4) — 

[1109] ‘When any one is defeated in a prize 6ghi (Betting) between two 
animals, the owner of that animal shall pay the Bet that had been laid 
upon it.’ 

Brhaspati (26.5)- — 

[1110] ‘The Wager (Bet) shall be laid openly; and persons cheating at 
Gambling shall be banished.’ 

‘Olaha’ is the Gambling wager; it should be made openly, in public. 
2S!arada — 

[1111] ‘If a man gambles without authorisation by the King, he shall not 
get his stake, and he shall be punished.’ — 

[1112] ‘What has been staked in joke, — or without knowledge of the King — 
shall not be received by the winner; and he shall be punished. — Or, 
it may be permitted, and he may obtain the stake, but only once.’ 

[1113] ‘The Superintendent may accept from the gamblers small gifts of 
food and drink; but avoid repetition of the same.’ 

‘Niyama’ here stands for Punishment . — 

[1114] ‘Those wicked men who use false dice at games, or rob the King 
of his dues, or cheat by making false reckonings, — are called Cheats •, 
and they deserve to be punished.’ 

p'tjntt — 

[1115] ‘Those who gamble with false dice should have their hands out off; 
those who cheat at Gambling shall have their two fingers cut off.’ 

‘ Vpadhi’ is cheating. — 'Sandamsha' — the two fingers — the Thumb and 
the Index finger. 

Ydjnavalkya (2.202) — 

[1116] ‘ Those who play with false dice or cheat at the game should be branded 
and banished.’ I 

Whether in a particular case, there shall be fine, or branding or cutting 
off of two fingers or cutting off of hands or banishment will depend upon the 
seriousne.ss or otherwise of the offence of the cheats at Gambling. 
Katyayana — 

[1117] ‘If one does not act up to the rules laid down by the King, — that 
wicked man should be despised and punished, as disobeying the King’« 
Commands.’ 


* The Superintendent of Gaming Houses shall have Gambling carried on at 
one place, for the purpose of detecting men of bad livelihood. For Gambling in 
an unauthorised place, there shall be a fine of 12 Parma — (Arthashastra 3.20). 
t’Hmndfd’ — with the sign of the dog’s foot — (Viramitrodaya, p. 721). 




SUPPLEMENTARY CHAPTER 


Dealing with Punishments 
Says Manu (7.14 et seq .) — 

[1118] ‘For the King’s sake, the Lord created Punishment, which is the 
Law bom of the Lord Himself, an incarnation of divine glory and the 
protector of all creatures: — 

‘It is through fear of him that all beings, moveable as well as 
immoveable, go to subserve the experiences (of men), and do not swerve 
from their duties. — 

‘To men who act unlawfully, he should mete it out appropriately, 
having carefully considered the time and place, as also the strength and 
leaning. — 

‘That Punishment is the King, the Spirit; that is the Leader and 
the Euler; and that has been declared to be the surely for the Law of 
the Four Stages. — 

‘Punishment governs all creatures; Punishment alone protects them; 
Punishment lies awake while all are asleep; the wise ones regard 
Punishment as the Law itself.’ 

Again — 

[1119] ‘Where the dark-complexioned and red-eyed Punishment stalks 
about destroying sins, — there the people are not misled, — provided that 
the Ruler discerns rightly’ — (Manu 7.26). 

‘Tadartham’ — for his sake. — 'Dhamiam' — Law, i.e. the maintainer of 
Law; the identification is meant to indicate great regard. — ‘Brahmatejomayan’ 
—incarnation of the glory of primeval Hiranyagarhha. This also is purely 
eulogistic; the object of which is God Himself. — ‘Raja’ (King) — ^so called 
because of his keeping the people happy (prajdranjandt). — ‘Ourasah’ (Spirit) — 
because the Supreme Being resides within the heart of all beings. — ‘Neld’, 
(Leader) — the Governor. — ‘Shdsitd’ — Ruler; one who keeps people within 
the sphere of their appointed duties. — ‘Jdgarti’ — (lies awake) — so called 
because it serves to suppress thieves and other evil-doers, in the way in which 
men fully awake do. — Wherever the dark-complexioned and red-eyed 
Punishment — i.e. the Presiding Deity of Pimishment — ^is functioning, there 
the people prosper; — ^provided that the Etder — the person Governing — 
discerns rightly. 

Again— 

[1120] ‘Punishment can be administered by one who is pure and true to his 
word, and acts according to the Law, has good assistants and is wise ’ 
—(Manu 7.31). 

‘They declare that King to be the just Governor who is truthful of 
speech, acts after due consideration, is wise and knows the essence of 
Virtue, Pleasiue and Wealth’ — (7.36). 

‘Punishment cannot be justly administered by one who has no 
assistant, or who is demented, or avaricious, of undisciplined mind, or 
addicted to sense-objects’ — (7.30). 
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‘The King who metes out Punishment in the proper manner prospers 
in respect of his three aims ; he who is blinded by love, unfair or mean 
is destroyed by that same Punishment’— (7.27). 

‘Punishment, which is a tremendous force, hard to be controlled by 
persons with undisciplined minds, destroys the King who has swerved 
from duty, along with his relations’ — (7.28). 

‘Then it will afflict his forts and the kingdom, the whole world 
along with animate and inanimate things, — as also the sages and the 
deities inhabiting the heavenly regions’ — (7.29). 

‘^Vllen meted out properly after due investigation, it makes all people 
happy; but when meted out without any investigation, it destroys all 
things’ — (7.19). 

‘ Samlk^yakarV , ‘acting after due consideration’ — i.e. who acts after fully 
taking into consideration the exigencies of time and place. — ‘MitdhSna ’ — 
‘demented’; i.e. devoid of imagination. — ‘ Akrtahuddhi ’ — of undisciplined 
mind’, i.e. who has not studied the scriptures. — ‘Kdmdiurd’, ‘ blinded by love’, 
— i.e. doing what he wishes. — ‘Visama’, ‘unfair’ — i.e. behaving wrongly, on 
account of partiality. — ‘Sumahat-tejdh’AtTemendooa force’, — i.e. by reason of 
its sharpness. — ‘Tatdh’, ‘then’, — ^i.e. after destroying the King along with his 
relations. — 'SudhHah', ‘meted out properly’, — i.e. administered fairly and 
justly. 

Again — 

[1121] ‘If the King did not untiringly mete out Punishment to those who 
deserve it, the strong would roast the weaker, like fish on the spit; — 
the crow would eat the sacrificial cake; and the dog lick the offering 
materials; the rights of all ownership would cease to exist and there would 
be a commixture among the high and low’ — (Manu 7.20-21). 

‘Dandye ^’ — deserving punishment. — ‘ Adharottaram’ — i.e. the condi- 
tions of superior and inferior would become reversed. 

Again — 

[1122] ‘It is by Punishment that all people are kept imder control; for an 
absolutely guileless man is hard to find. It is through fear of Punishment 
that the world subserves the experiences of man’ — (7.22). 

‘It is only when pressed by Punishment that Devos, Ddnavas, 
Oandharvas, Rdksasas, Birds and Reptiles subserve the experiences of 
others’ — (7.23). 

‘All castes would become corrupt, all barriers would be broken 
through, and there would be disruption in aU spheres, — if there were 
mistakes in regard to Punishment’ — (7.24). 

‘To the King who protects his people, accrues the sixth part of the 
spiritual merit of all beings; another sixth part of their demerit also 
accrues to him if he fails to protect them ’ — (8.304). 

‘When any one reads the Veda, when any one performs a sacrifice, 
when any one makes gifts, when any one worships, — to the sixth part of 
each of these the King becomes entitled, — by virtue of his properly 
protecting the people — (8.305). 

‘The King who, according to the Law, protects all creatures and 
strikes those who deserve to be struck, — offers, day by day, sacrifices 
at which hundreds of thousands are given away as gifts’ — (8.306). 
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' Tadartham' (in Text 1118) — for the purposes of the King as described 
in the previous texts of Manu . — ' Samiksyakarinarn’ (in Manu 7.26) — what 
is meant is that if Punishment is administered with due deliberation, it 
tends to welfare; otherwise, it brings calamity to tho administrator. — 
‘ Vibhrama’ (Manu 7.24;) — ‘mistakes, in the shape of ptmishing wrongly or 
not punishing at all. — ‘Raja' — ^the King; — thus what is meant is that all 
this happens to the King who administers thus. — ‘ Kamdiurd’ (blinded by 
love) — (Manu 7.27) — qualifies the person administering Punishment. — 
‘Bdndhava’, ‘Relations’ — here stands for the Son. 

Thus then — 

[1123] ‘That King in whose realm there is no thief, no adulterer, no defamer, 
no criminal, no assaulter, — attains the Regions of Indra’ — (Manu 
8.386). 

‘The suppression of these five in his own dominions secures to the King 
paramount sovereignty among his peers and fame in the world’ — (8.387). 

Thus ends the Vimdachinidmani 

by 

Makdmahapadhydya Shri Vcichaspaii Mishra. 
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Abandoning reiations without their 
becoming outcaste — Fine for — 

{Ydjnavalkya, Manu, Shankha), 139. 

Abhisecamya Rite — Fees at the — , 53. 

Abuse of the first kind, 106; — of the 
second kind, 106; — of the worst 
kind, 106; — Penalties for — , 106; 
— Apology for — reduces the fine 
{Katydyana and Ushanas], 107. 

Abusing a Brdhmana, For — the 
lower caste should be fined {Manu), 
107-108; — other than a Brdhmana — 
Fine for — (Manu), 107-108; — ^in- 
ferior persons — Fine for — {Yajha- 
valkya), 107; — on being abused, 
returning the blow on being struck 
and striking an assassin attacking 
IS not wrong (Brkaspati), 116. 

Acharita, explained, 35-36. 

Accused should be acquitted if he 
clears himself by ordeals {Brhaspati), 
149. 

Acquisition is a lawful source of pro- 
perty, 01. 

Action performed with the consent of 
the master by a slave is valid, 73. 

Adhibhoga (use of the pledge), 6. 

Adopted son shall got only the fourth 
part of a share if a body-born son is 
born (Vashistha), 263. 

Adultery, 1 ; — classed under three 
grades, each grade explained ( Vydsa, 
Brkaspati and Ndrada), 150-61 ; 
— ^Punishment for — (Manu and 
Brkaspati), 151 ; — cases of — (Manu), 
152; — in the inverse order (Manu), 
163. 

Adulterating thing.s of high and low 
value — Punishment for — , 120. 

Advantage is desirable even at some 
loss, 99. 

Aggressor — the first — is guilty and 
shall suffer a heavier punishment 
(Ndrada), 116. 

Ancestral property should not be given 
away in its entirety, 60; — which is 
undivided may be given away with 


mutual consent only, 61; — when 
recovered after partition, the father’s 
wish prevails in dividing it, 175-77. 

Animals, certain to be set free, 104; 
— not to be penalised for causing 
damage, 104-105; — should be 

caught and beaten for trespassing, 
105 ; — small should not be punished 
for damaging crops, 105. 

Apardrka, quoted, 138. 

Apastamba on the pimisliment of a 
ploughman running away from his 
work, 76. 

Apostate from renunciation should be 
the slave of the king, 70. 

Apprentice, his behaviour toward-s his 
master, 68; — whatever work he will 
do, the produce thereof shall belong 
to the master, 68. 

Appropriating a house or a tank by 
intimidation is punishable, 99, 

Articles made over to artists for repair, 
if lost, the artist should be made to 
pay the price, 43 ; — sold, if damaged 
before its non-deliverance to the 
purchaser, the seller is responsible, 
88; — not placed at the disposal of 
the purchaser, if damaged, the seller 
is to suffer, 89; — when sold to one 
but delivered to another, the seller 
is to be punished, 90. 

Artisan, grades of — 56 ; — defined, 
55; — joint concern among the — , 
55. 

Assailant shall be made to pay the 
expenses incurred in the recovery of 
the injured limbs (Brhaspati), 114. 

Assault, verbal, 1 ; — physical, 1 ; 
— ^kinds of — (Brhaspati), 106; — of 
the first grade, fine for (Ibid.), 110; 
— by touching another man, tine for 
(Katydyana), 110; — between per- 
sons of equal status (Ydjnavalkya), 
110; — by pulling and trampling 
upon another (Yajdavalkya), 110- 
11; — by catching one by hair, fine 
for. 111 ; — by spitting, by urinating 
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and by breaking winds at the su- 
periors (Afanw), 111; — by raising 
one’s hand against another, fine for 
{Kdtydyana and Ydjnavalkya)y 111; 

— by raising a stick against another 
{Manu), 111; — by sitting upon 
the same seat with a high-born per- 
son {Mami)y 111; — by raising 
gravels, stones, wood-pieces against 
another {Brhaspati), 111; — by 

raising one’s foot or a weapon 
against another {Visnu and Ydjria- 
valkya). 111; — by striking a man 
with bricks, stones, sticks, etc. — 
Fine for — , 112; — caused by spit- 
ting, urinating, breaking wind 
against a Bra/iniana, fine for (Manu), 
114; — caused by catching a Brdh- 
mana by hair, legs, beard, the ] 
Shudra should be fined {Ihid.)y 114. 

Assaulting on© another in anger by 
turning weapon {Brhaspati), 112. 

B 

Bail for delivery, 42, 44. 

Bala described, 35-36. 

Bdlarupa quoted, 268, 271, 284. 

Bandhu — ^kinds of — , 284. 

Bargain-clincher, 90. 

Baudhdyana on the duty of the king 
as to the safety of the property of a 
man who is dead without any heir, 

51. 

Beating for disregarding a teacher or 
preceptor by certain class of people 
{Ndrada), 116, 

Betting, a head of dispute, 1. 

Betting is played with animate things 
{Manu and Brhaspati)^ 315. 

Bhdsyahdra quoted, 103. 

Bhogaldbha Interest, 5. 

Bhrgu on the means of realising dues 
from the debtors, 36; — on the 
punishment of a member for doing 
iniury to the property of the Corpo- 
ration, 85 ; — on returning the 

purchase after it has been accepted 
by the purchaser, 92. 

Body-bom son — alone is the owner of 
the property and equal to him is the 
son of the adopted daughter {BrhaS’ 


pati), 260; — shall receive the 

entire estate [Brahmapurdna), 263. 

Bond, 3. 

Borrowed article, 44. 

Boundary, should be settled in the 
month of Jyestha, 93; — tree.s, 94; 

— marks, 94; — hidden marks, 94; 

— to be determined by — , 94-95; 

— should not be determined by any 
one singly, 95 ; — if determined 
singlehanded, it should be done in 
certain special way, 95; — marking 
method of deposition by people, 95; 

— d 3 '^kes, 96; — fixed by river, if any 
on© disturbs, he should be fined, 96 ; 

— decision in the case where a piece 
of land has been taken away from one 
village and given to another by the 
river or the king, 96; — as regards 
other than land and fields, 97 ; 

— limit is decided by neighbours in 
certain cases, 97 ; — line trees — the 
fruits of the — should go to the two 
owners, 98; — demolishing is a crime 
and is punishable, 99. 

Boy above the sixteenth year of age 
is a major, 28. 

Brdhmana^ rate of interest for — , 
4; — may take whatever belongs to 
the Shv/dra-y 73; — should be fined 
for compelling a twice-born to do 
servile work against his will, 74; 

— shall do no mean work, 74 ; — can 
never be a slave, nor can he make a 
Brdhmana his slave, 74; — woman, 
if any one buys or sells he should be 
punished, 75 ; — should never bo put 
to death {Manu), 113; — no corpo- 
real punishment for — {Gotama),lSl ; 
— the nature of punishment for 
a — {Kaushika, Ootama, Apastamha, 
Ydjnavalhya, ShanJeha), 131-32; 
— ^his punishment for stealing {Katya - 
3 /awa), 132; — should bo punished 
for receiving gifts from the thieves 
{Manu), 132; — should be banished 
for eating garlic, 140; — should not 
suffercorporeal punishment {Ndrada . 
Yama), 147; — should be fined for 
approaching a woman of lower 
caste [Manu), 156; — should be 
punished for having recourse to a 
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protected Braftmona woman (Manu), 
168; — should not be killed {Manu), 
168; shoiild be punished for hav- 
ing recourse to a woman of the lower 
caste (Manu), 158-59; — should be 
fined for having intercourse with a 
prostitute, 163. 

Srahtnapttrdna on the cowherd’s aban- 
doning a cow in the fore.st, 83. 

Branches of a tree spreading over 
other’s plot belong to the owner of 
the plot, 98. 

Breaking into the loclred room of 
others is punishable {Ya/n/ivalki/a), 

138. 

Breaking and wrongly boring gems is 
punishable (Manu), 141. 

Bribe should not be given and if given 
for any ivork before should be re- 
funded, 64; —defined by KdiyS. 
yanre, 64 ; —those who live by — shall 
be puai.siietl ( Ydjnavalkya and^r/taa- 
prili). 123; — punishment for taking 
— (Manu), 143. 

Bfhaspati on the denotation of Debt, 

2 i — on the recovery of loan, 2 ; — on 
the form of interest, 3; — on the 
rates of interest, 5 ; — on the meaning 
of Hair-interest, 6 ; — on the kinds of 
intere.st. 7-8, 14; —on interest on 
pot herb.s. seeds, sugarcane, salt, oils, 
liquor, honey, etc., 15; — on in- 
terest on grass, wood, bricks, yams, 
bones, skins, etc., 15; — on interest 
on pledge, 19; —on pledge des. 
troyed, 20; — on the four kinds of 
surety, 22-24; — on repaying loans, 

25 ; on repaying debt when the 

father is unfit, 27 ; — on debts not 
valid and not-payable by the grand- 
son, 29; — on the repaying of debts 
by one who takes the property when 
the son is beset with difficulties, 30; 

— on the repaying of debt incurred 
for the family parposes by the head 
of the family, 32; —his explanation 
of the terms Ghhadma, Acharita 
and Bala, 35 ; — on the meaning of 
the term Dkarma (good faith), 35; 

— on the means of realising dues 
from the debtors, 36; — on the 
means of realising the debt when the 


Principal has become doubled, 37 ; 

— on the restoration of the deposit, 
41 ; — on the judicial proceedings in 
realising the debt, 38 ; — on the 
payment of the price of the deposit 
in case the deposit is destroyed by 
the depositary, 42; — on the punish- 
ment of one who would misappro- 
priate ai'ticles or deposits, 43; — on 
the position of the purchaser of an 
article sold without ownership, 46; 

— on the payment of the price to the 
purchaser by the vendor who loses 
his case. 46; — in regard to the case 
wlien the vendor is not produced, 
47 ; — on the mistake committed by 
purchasing from an unknown person, 
48; — on coses where buying from 
the rightful owner also is wrong, 48 ; 

— on the share of the partner who 
saves the merchandise, 49; — on 
profit and loss if incurred through 
the act of God or the king, to be 
borne by all the partners, 49 ; — on. 
the share of the king to the property 
of a childless dead man, 61; — re- 
garding the property of a trader on 
death, 51; — regarding the property 
of a Brdhmana on death, 51; — on 
the claim of the dead man’s property, 
51 ; — on the share of the work done 
by the kinsmen of the partner when 
the latter is disabled, 52 ; — on the 
loss borne by the partner who lias 
supplied defective implements, 55; 

— on the moaning of the term Arti- 
san, 55; — regarding the .share of the 
head man working jointly, 65 ; — on 
the share of the thieves working 
jointly. 55-56; —regarding what 
should not be given as a gift, 57 ; 

— on what may be given as a gift, 
59 ; — on the giving away of a 
dwelling house and lands, 60 ; — on 
the validity of the gift, 61, 63; — on 
gifts which may be resumed, 65: 

— on invalid gifts, 65; — on the 
servant’s refusing to work after 
having agreed to work, 67; on 
kinds of servants, 67-68; — on the 
character of an apprentice, 68; — on 
nature and kinds of Hirelings, 68-69 ; 
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— includes manager under Hirelings, 
69 ; — on the nature of the duties of 
pupil apprentice, Hirelings and 
manager, 69 ; — on rules relating to 
slavery, 74; — on the amoimt of 
wages, 76; — on the punishment of 
the employee if he fails to do his 
work, 76 ; — on the improper action 
of an employee, 78; — on the wages 
of the keeper of milch cow, 81 ; — on 
the duty of the cattle-keeper, 82; 

— on Conventions, 84-85; — on the 
banishment of one who is against the 
Corporation, 86; — on cheating the 
State of the royal dues, 86; — on 
the share of the members of the 
Corporation, 86 ; — on the possession 
of a house, a shop, etc. by a man 
since the time of its foundation, 97 ; 

— on the sale of a defective article 
by the seller, 89; — on the time- 
limits of the articles sold, 91; — on 
the non-returning of the articles 
purchased after thorough examina- 
tion, 92; — on boundary marks, 94; 

— on determining the boundary 
singlehanded, 95 ; — on the meaning 
of the term Path, 98; — on the 
cultivating of the lease-land, 100; 

— on beating the animal for tres- 
passing, 105. 

Brother, the most capable shall be- 
come the head of the family after the 
death of the father {Ndrada), 171; 

— if acquires a property depending 
upon the joint property that shall be 
equally divided among all the 
brothers (Vydsa), 187; — engaging 
himself in the business of the family 
should be enriched by other brothers 
by presenting food, clothes, con- 
veyance [Ndrada), 189; — out of 
their own shares shall perform the 
sacramental rites by the brother in 
the absence of the paternal property 
[Ndrada), 194; — addicted to evil 
deeds are not entitled to inherit 
father’s property (Manu), 198 ; — en- 
gaged in maintaining the family of 
another brother shall get the share 
in the wealth acquired by the latter 
(Kdtydyana and Ndrada), 219; — is 


to share the property of a man who 
dies without a son or a wife and in 
his absence his mother and then hie 
father shall obtain it [Paithinan), 
282 ; — uterine, shall take the share 
of the reunited coparceners in their 
absence, 290; — uterine, reunited 
brothers and oosanguineous sisters 
shall divide the property equally 
[Manu), 291-93; — Divided — acti- 
vities of — , 306-307. 

Building house on land belonging to 
another and paying rent, 79. 

Buyer and seller may return or take 
back the bought or sold articles 
within ten days, 89. 

Buying a thing from an unknown man 
is a mistake, 48. 

C 

Calling for help without any reason — 
Fine for — , 138. 

Capital punishment for killing another 
man [Brhaapali), 112; — for breaking 
into a store-house, armoury, temple 
[Manu), 126; — for misappropriating 
the royal dues, 144; — for one who 
not belonging to the royal family 
aspires to the kingdom [Vis^u), 144; 

— for imitating a king, or too much 
addicting to amusements, 144 ; — for 
those who are addicted to sports 
reserved for the king, or for talking 
ill of the king [Kdtydyana), 144; 

— for forgers of Royal Edicts, for 
bringing false charges against the 
State and for slayers of Brdhmanas 
(Manu), 146; — for a murderer 
(Kdtydyana and Brhaapati), 146. 

Carrying away an adorned maiden is 
punishable (Ydjflavalkya), 155; — a 
wiUuig maiden of inferior caste is 
not an offence (Ibid.). 

Cattle-keeper running away from his 
work .should be beaten with sticks, 
76; — should be punished if any 
damage is done by the cattle to the 
crops, 102; — and the owner both 
are faultless in certain cases, 104; 

— is to be fined for any damage done 
by the cattle to the crops of others, 
104. 
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Chaining the unchained and unchaining 
the enchained is punishable like a 
thief, 127. 

OhandSla woman — intercourse with her 
is punishable {Yajnavalkya), 156. 

Ghandala having recourse to a noble 
woman should suffer death [Ibid.)-, 

— willfully touching superior persons 
should be punished, 138. 

Chakra (compound Interest), 5; — vrd- 
dhi, [Ibid.). 

Cheats — described, 316. 

Ohhadma — explained, .35. 

Child up to the eighth year of his age 
should be regarded as still in the 
womb, 28; — -is treated as a minor 
up to the sixteenth year, 28. 

Commodities should be examined just 
after the sale, 90; — should not be 
sold under certain circumstances, 93. 

Compound Interest, 7. 

Concealed property when discovered 
shall be divided equally ( Yajna- 
valkjja and Katyayana), 240-41. 

Conditions in which a land can pass 
from one person to another, 306. 

Confession in the Court — by — punish- 
ment is reduced (Narada), 148. 

Confidence — Tricksters — enumerated 
by Vydsa are to be punished (Brhas- 
pati), 123. 

Confiscation of the property of those 
king’s officers who hamper the 
business of the suitors (Manu), 143. 

Conquest is a lawfiil source of property, 
61. 

Consumption of metals in fire in a 
regular proportion ( Yajnavalkya), 
124. 

Controller of the Household, 69. 

Conventions, breach of, 1 ; — should be 
ob'eyed by all, 85; — explained, 84; 

— when made, 84. 

Conversation with a woman for some 
good reason is not wrong [Manu), 
161 ; — in a solitary place is a crime 
[Ibid.), 152. 

Coparceners are all equal in regard to 
the immoveable property [Manu and 
Vydsa), 304; — can singly mortgage 
or .sell immoveable property in 


distress for the sake of the family, 
304. 

Corporation — advisers of, 84; — of the 
inhabitants of the village, 84; — a 
member of the — is punished by the 
king for misappropriating the pro- 
perty of the Corporation, 85; — a 
member going out on the business 
of — shall make over to the Corpora- 
tion whatever he obtains, 86; — the 
share of the members of — , 86; 
— capital of the — ., 87 ; every member 
of the — shares in all its assets, 87 ; 

— of traders, 87. 

Corporeal Interest, 7. 

Corporeal punishment, 42-43; — for 
certain class of people (Katyayana), 
116; — for using false scales, weights, 
measures, etc. [Shanhha), 120-21; 

— for deceiving people by wearing 
staff of religion dishonestly [Brhas- 
pati), 123; — for dealing fraudulently 
with gold and selling improper meat 
(Yajnavalkya), 123; — for stealing 
gold, silver, gems [Shankha and 
Visy.u), 128-29; — for those who 
acquire the property of thieves 
(Narada), 131. 

Counter-deposit, 44. 

Cow left without the keeper, the fault 
lies with the owner, 104. 

Cow grazing at night or during day, 
the owner is to be fined, 102. 

Cowherd is to be punished if he aban- 
dons the cow in the forest, 83. 

Credit, 2. 

Creditor, 2-3, 5, 7, 12, 17-26; — a 
Brdhmana, dying without any issue, 
34; — should be fined in case ho 
makes the debtor do some mean 
work for his debts, 36 ; — should be 
punished for using force without 
taking recourse to other means to 
realise his debts, 36 ; — should 
approach the king and prove his 
claims after which the king should 
make the debtor to pay the dues and 
take himself the twentieth part of the 
claim, 39; — loses the interest on the 
debt if he does not demand it after 
the due date, 55; — may make the 
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debtor to work for him in liquidation 
of his debt, 71. 

Crime differentiated from theft, 136; 
— forms of^ — {Ndrada and Manu)^ 
136; — getting a — committed by 
another person or inciting some one 
to commit a crime, both are punish- 
able iYajHavalkya), 147; — those 
who help a man to commit a — 
should be punished variously {Katya- 
yana)i 147-48. 

Criminal of the highest degree even 
when purified by the punishment 
should not be permitted to asso- 
ciate with the people, 137 ; — should 
not be let loose. 146; — described, 
146. 

Crops unfenced if damaged by cattle 
the keeper should not be punished, 
102 . 

Cultivation of waste-land — ^rates there- 
of, 100. 

Cultured people on interest on grains, 
17, 

Cutting off the limb of a low-born man 
with which he hurts a superior 
person of the three higher castes 
{Manu), 113-14, 

Customs Duty according to Vashistha, 
122; — is fixed at the twentieth part 
on merchandise and at the sixth part 
on fruits, medicines, meat, honey, 
etc, {Qotanm)y 122. 

Custom-House — for evading a — the 
entire stock of the trader is confis- 
cated {Visnu), 120. 

D 

Dakaa on the duty of a king towards an 
apostate from renunciation, 70. 

Damages for crops consumed by cows 
should be paid by the owner of the 
cow, 104. 

Damaging of a water-drinking booth 
is punishable {Manu), 130; — the 
goods of others — for — the cnlprit 
shall pay the value equal to the loss 
{Manu), 137. 

Dancers — rules relating to their share 
in their joint work, 56. 

Daughters are entitled to the mother’s 
property, 170; — of invalids should 


be supported till their marriage 
(Ydjnavalkya), 201; — of the 

daughters should also get something 
out of the property of their maternal 
grandmother, 232; — share among 
themselves the mother’s toilet ar- 
ticles or marriage presents {T"c- 
shistha), 236; — is equal to the son 
{Manu), 269; — shall inherit the 
property in the absence of the son 
{Ndrada and Brhaspati), 269-70 ; — to 
inherit the father’s property — 
Qualifications of — (Brhaspnti), 270; 
— unmarried should take the 
property if her father dies sonless 
(Pardshara), 271; — in the absence 
of the — property of a sonless person 
goes to the mother, 271 ; — her son is 
entitled to inherit the property of 
his mother and maternal grand- 
father {Brhaspati), 272: — her son 
shall offer cakes to his mother’s 
father also, 272. 

Ddydda stands for the son alone, 
according to some, 62. 

Dealing dishonestly with common pro- 
perty is punishable, 139. 

Death penalty for a Brdhmana should 
mean tonsure, 158. 

Death punishment for one who vio- 
lates an unwilling maiden {hlanu), 
153. 

Debt, recovery of — , 1 : — meaning 
of — , 2; — payable and non-payable, 
2; — payment of — , 22: — the man- 
ner of repaying — .25: — repaying 
of — when the father has contracted 
conjointly with others. 27; repaying 
of — when contracted by members of 
the joint family, 27 ; — to be repaid 
by descendants up to tl^e third 
generation, 26; — to be paid off by 
the son after the death of his father, 
only his own share, 27 ; — what sort 
of — should not be repaid by the 
grandson, 28; — caused by wine- 
drinking, gambling, etc. should not 
be paid by the grandson, 28; — in- 
valid, 28-29; — contracted through 
lust and anger, 29 ; — not admissible 
in law, 29; — to be paid by one who 
takes the property of the dead man 
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or who takes his wife when the son 
is beset with difficulties, 30; — to be 
paid by one who takes the dead 
man’s property or his wife, 30-31; 

— to be paid by the sou alone when 
the property of the dead man does 
not rest with any other person, 31; 

— to be paid by other persons like 
the son, 32; — to be paid by the 
head of the family when it has been 
incurred for the family purposes by 
anybody, 32; — to be paul by all 
those who inherit the property in a 
joint famil 3 ', 32; — incurreti by the 
son are payable by the father only 
when approved by the Utter, 32; 

— contracted by the woman shall 
not be paid by the husband and the 
son, 32; — incurred by the wives 
of washermen, liunters, herdsmen 
and liquor-distillers are bo be paid 
by their husbands or their sons, 33; 

— incurred by a woman who is the 
predominant factor in the family 
should be paid by her husband or 
her son, 32; — inourred for the pur- 
poses of the family even by the wife 
of a Brahmana and others have to 
be paid by the head of the family. 
33; — due to the Ksattriyas and 
others are to be received by the king 
when tlie former dies without a pro- 
geny, 34; —incurred by idiots, the 
insane and by those who have been 
long absent from home shall be paid 
by those who have taken their wives 
or assets, 34; — realisation of — by 
trick, 35; — means of getting the 
payment of — , 35 ; — to be paid by a 
Brahmana when reduced in circum- 
stances by instalments, 35 ; — realisa- 
tion of — by good faith. 35; — realisa- 
tion of — by force, 35: — realisation 
of — by moral pressure, 36; — spirit- 
distiller and similar others should 
be made to pay their — by making 
them work at the creditor’s place, 
36; —a Brahma^m should be made to 
pay up — gradually, 36; — to be 
realised from the king, the master 
and the Brahmami by means of 
moral suasion, 36; — the proper 


course to realise - — is to request the 
debtor to pay up, 36; — contracted 
before the witnesses should be dis- 
charged also in the presence of the 
witnesses, 39; — ^moral — is one that 
is promised but not given, 62; — ^pay- 
ment of — , 65; — contracted in the 
name of the Corporation, 86; — in- 
curred by the father after partition 
shall be paid by the son born after 
partition, 256. 

Debtor — his great-grandson should pay 
off the loan, 7; — should be caught 
before the assembly of men to pay 
off his duties, So; — should execute 
a bond on the basis of compound 
Interest when he is imable to pay 
off his debt, 37; — shall pay a fine 
of 5 p.c. when debt has been ad- 
mitted, 38; — claiming judicial 
proceedings in a doubtful case 
should not be pressed, 38; — shall 
pay off the dues to the creditor out 
of the proceedings of the sal© of the 
merchandise, 39; — should pay off 
the dues of theVedie scholar first, 39; 
—his assets are to be divided equally 
among the creditors and the balance 
distributed as Interest according to 
the priority of the claims, 39. 

Defaming a man by various allegations 
is punishable {Vydsa), 108; — a king 
is punishable {Ydjnavalhya), 109. 

Defiling a maiden of inferior caste — his 
fingers should be cut off {Ydjna- 
valkya), 155. 

Deliverance of assets, 23. 

Demolishing the wall, filling up the 
ditch, breaking up the gates — one 
should be killed {Manu), 143. 

Deposit — kinds of — , 40 ; — bailed, 40 ; 
— destroying of — , 40; — restoration 
of — , 41; — secret — , 42; — ^mutual 
— , 42; — on behalf of a person gone 
abroad, 44; — made with commercial 
motive, 44; — cannot be given as 
gift, 57. 

Depositary should provide a surety, 
40 j — should be fined if he derives 
profit from it without the depositor’s 
consent, 42. 
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Depriving animals of their masculinity 
is punishable (Visriu), 116; —small 
animals of their virility is punishable, 
139. 

Dotectiv'e officer, 134-35. 

Detection of criminals — process of — 
(Yajnavalhya and Brhaapati), 148- 
49. 

Destroying embryo of a slave-girl is 
punishable, 139. 

Devala on the son’s having no rights of 
property, 72-73. 

Dishonest motives, 10-11. 

Disputes of Boundary, 1. 

Dispute between owner and the 
keeper of cattle, 1 . 

Dispute— Heads of — enumerated, 1; 
— rules relating to cultivators, 55; 
— between employer and employee, 
67. 

Disobeying of superiors is punishable 
{Yajnavalhya), 138. 

Divided among themselves — explained 
{Briiaspati), 310-11. 

Division of property when a Brdhmana 
has sons of all castes except from 
the Shadra {Vianu), 243; — method 
of — described by Ndrada, 311-12; 
— effects of — {Ibid-). 

Doing the work of an expert, when not 
qualified, is punishable, 139. 

Donor shall resume the gift by force 
if the thing for which the gift is 
made does not turn out to be of that 
kind, 65. 

Doubtful case is one where there is 
difierence of opinions between two 
parties, 38. 

Dowry — explained, 61, 225. 

Duty of the keeper of the cattle, 82 ; 

■ — devolved upon a man by the con- 
vention should be followed, 85; — of 
husband and wife, 1 . 

Dvirdgamana, 223. 

Dwelling house cannot be given away 
as gift, 60- 

Dyke — breaking a — is punishable 
{Vianu), 142. 

E 

Earnest money when paid and the 
transaction fails the seller will have 
to pay the fine, 90. 


Eating with another, if one refuses 
without pointing out any defect, he 
is punishable, 86. 

Eldest brother may take the entire 
paternal property and others shall 
live under him as imder their father 
{Manu), 171; — if he defrauds 
the younger brothers, he shall be 
punished {Manu), 182. 

Employee on recovery when he com- 
pletes his work should receive his 
wages, 77; — when he carelessly 
destroys anything should be made 
to pay its equivalent, 77. 

Employer should be fined if he aban- 
dons his assistant who is tired or ill 
and does not wait for him for at least 
three days, 78. 

Entire property cannot be given as a 
gift, 57. 

Erection of a dyke in another man s 
field with advantage is not wrong, 
99. 

Expiatory rites, 164. 

E 

Fate — on — depend gain, loss and life. 
96. 

Father shall not suffer for the offence 
committed by his sons {I^dvada). 
H 5 ; — should bepimished if he does 
not give his daughter in marriage 
in time {Brhaspati), 165; — his 
property— the sons shall divide after 
his death {Ndrada), 170; — shall 
divide his sons according to his 
wishes {Ydjnavalkya), 174, IT!'- 

— may give a superior share to the 
eldest {Ibid.)-, — his wish shall 

prevail in regard to his self-acquired 
and also recovered ancestral pro- 
perty {Visna and Brhaspati), 175- 
76; — -may take double share him- 
self out of the property acquired by 
himself {Ndrada), 177, 179; — may 
retain the greater portion for him- 
self or may resume the property from 
the sous if he finds himself becoming 
poor, 178; — cannot make an un- 
equal division of the property in a 
joint concern {Manu), 186; — shall 
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give a bull to the eldest son and the 
house to the youngest in partition 
{Shfinhha-TAkliita), ISO; — shall take 
the best one among the slaves and 
the best one among the cattle, 181 ; 
— his mothers are equal to the 
mother (Ndrada), 195; — will take 
the property in case a member of a 
divided family dies without a son 
{Katynj/ana), 282. 

Pees — amount of — ■ to he given to the 
priests, .52-53; — nature of — at the 
various sacrifices by the various 
priests. .53. 

Fee (shulka) obtained by a woman ex- 
plained (KatySijana), 224. 

Female ascetic — intercourse with a 

— is punishable, 163. 

Pine for grazing different animals in 
the fields, 103: — for abusing each 
other among persons of equal caste 
and qualifications [Brhaspati), 107; 

— for reproaching others according 
to Katyayana, 107; — for misre- 
presenting the learning, habitat, 
caste, occupation, or bodily defects 
[Manu), 108; — for a trader for 
false measures or scales {Katyayana 
and TajHavalkya), 118-19; — for 
treating equals as unequals {Mann), 
119; — for the cultivator who has 
been at fault {Manu), 128; —for 
takina away public property ( Yajna- 
valkya), 137; — for damaging a 
wall, 137; — for damaging leather 
goods, wooden and clay goods, 
flowers, roots and fruits, 137-38; 

— for demolishing a house (Visnu), 
138: — for damaging, breaking and 
destroying an article {Katyayana), 
138; — ^for throwing into the house 
of,another such things a.s cause pain 
and suffering {Yajnavalhya and 
Visnu), 138; — for breaking a tank, 
a well, a pond, a drinking pit, and 
spoiling a path, a liquid substance 
or a girl (Shankha), 142; — is heavier 
if the cidprit is wealthy {Brkaspali), 
161. 

Flag with the insignia of the Garuda 
bird, 141. 

Foreign trade, 88. 


G 

Gains of learning, explained [Katya- 
yana), 216-18; — of valour are im- 
partible {Manu), 219. 

Oalava on getting the bribe refunded, 

I Gambling is played with Inanimate 
things {Manu), 315; — and betting 
are public thefts (Manu), 315; — 
dangers of ~ {Ydjnavalkya, Kalya- 
yana and Srhaspati), 315; — super- 
intendent at — may accept some 
gift from the gamblers {Narada), 
316; — should be done with the 
consent of the king {Narada), 316. 

Qargeya on getting the bribe refunded, 
64. 

Gifts — ^non-delivery of — , 1; — pro- 
mised through love endanger, 29; — 
futile — , 29 ; — resumption explained, 
57; — what has been borrowed for a 
special occasion camiot bo given as 
— , 57; — what has been promised 
to another person cannot be given 
as — , 57; — impropriety of — , 67; 
— ^points on which judicial proceed- 
ings proceed in regard to — , 57; 
— what cannot bo given as — , 57-58; 
— things which can be given as — in 
times of distress alone, 58-59; 
— only such things may be given 
away as do not defile one’s own 
family, 60; —what is in excess and 
what is one’s own can be given away 
as — -,60; — acquire.s validity when 
given away with the consent of the 
wife, of kinsmen and of the master, 
61; — invalid — enumerated by 

Narada, 63; — valid — eight forms of 
— , 63: — invalid — in which case it 
should not be given even if pro- 
mised, 64; — to be resiuned if made 
under the influence of lust, anger or 
by one who is not the master, etc., 
64; — invalid — , 65; — made in 
distress with a religious motive is 
valid, 64; — given for religious pur- 
poses is valid, 65; — given for pious 
purposes should be resumed if that 
purpose is not served, 65; — invalid 
— giver and receiver both should be 
punished. 66; — of the king by 
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taking the property from one and 
giving to anotlier is invalid, 97. 

Girl who is not a slave becomes a 
slave when married to a slave, 73; 

— is entitled to the fourth part of 
a share, after the death of the father, 
in partition {Brhaspati)^ 194; — nn- 
married gets the fourth part from 
the share of each of the brothers 
(Manu), 208-10. 

Gold as security, 3. 

Goldsmith for acting dishonestly should 
be cut into pieces with a razor 
{Manii)t 123. 

Qotama on the reahsation of Interest, 
8; — on non-accruing of Interest, 
12; — on the grazing of cattle, 103. 

Oautama on Interest, 14; — on the 
son’s liability to pay the father’s 
debts, 28; — on the loss of the de- 
posit, 43 ; — on the validity of not 
giving the promised gift if the person 
be unrighteous, 63, 

Goim-relationship, 265. 

Gradation of punishment in a case of 
murder [Ndrada), 147, 

Qfhadtharatndhara on Interest, 0. 

H 

Ealdyudha on the moanmg of Kdyika 
Interest, 5; — on ti'ausforence of 
pledge, 21; — on the sliare of the 
eldest son, 185; — on the division of 
the discovered property, 240. 

Earishchandra's words regarding the 
emancipation of Shudra from slavery 
referred to, 71. 

Edrita on the rate of Interest, 5; 

— on the Interest on grains, 16; 

— on not giv'ing what one has pro- 
mised, 62. 

Heads of the Corporation — the ap- 
pointment of — , 84. 

Head of the family shall give only food 
and clothing to his brother’s wives 
and to his daughters-in-law {Shan- 
kha), 268. 

Heir should establish his claim by 
evidence of other people to the 
property of the dead man, 51; 

— shall not take the ornaments that 


may have been worn by a woman 
during her husband’s lifetime, 226. 

Highway robbers shall be hung by the 
neck on a tree [Brhaspati), 125. 

Hired cattle-keeper’s wages, 81. 

Hireling abandoning his work before 
the expiry of the term shall forfeit 
his wages, 77. 

Hiring a house — one .should pay the 
rent so long as one has not restored 
the house to the OMTier, 79. 

Hiring of anitnala, 79: — a cart, a 
boat, utensils, etc.. 80. 

House and the ancestral land shall go 
to the twice-born sons {Vrddha- 
Manu), 243. 

House-breakers shall be compelled to 
surrender their plunder {Brha^pati), 

125. 

House-construction should not be 
disturbed if it is in the same con- 
dition from the very beginnins. 97. 

House-furniture of — , 6. 

Hurt with or \vithout blood, the man 
causing it is punishable (Fhmw), 
112; — for serious — the man who 
has caused it is punished {Manu 
and Brhaspati), 112; — by breaking 
the limbs, the man causing it is 
punishable (F?sn?/), 113: • — when 
caused but not proved by witnesses, 
the kins should take recourse to 
ordeal (Kdiydyana), 115. 

Hurting limbs is punishable {Ynjna- 
valkija and Kdtydi/ana)^ 112-13. 

Husband should be punished if he 
does not approach his wife in season 
{Brhaspati), 165; — may not repay 
the stfidhana spent by him under 
certain conditions ( Ydjnavalkya), 
230; —shall not be entitled to 
•stridhana except in distress {DevaU], 
229-30; — may use the ■'^trldhnna 
with his wife’s consent and repay 
the Principal, 230; — should be 
compelled to repay the Mrldhana if 
he does nob approach her {Katya- 
yana)^ 231. 

I 

Ill-treating one’s father, mother or 
teacher is punishable {Shankha), 

140. 
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Images of deities — stealing, breaking 
or burning of the — are punishable 
[Katydyana, Visnu and Skankha), 
142. 

Immoveable property of the husband, 
the wife cannot dispose of at her 
will, 228; — cannot be disposed of 
without the consent of all the sons 
{Prakdsha, Vydsa and Manw), 303- 
304; — can be mortgaged with mu- 
tual consent but cannot be sold, 
305. 

Improper gift, 12. 

Improper purchase — in ca'5e of — tlie 
purcha.ser is regarded a.s a thief, 48. 

Industry is a lawful source of property, 

61 . 

Inheritance is a lawful source of 
property, 61: — persons disqualified 
for — {Kdtydyana), 206-207. 

Insulting a Vaishyct is jumishable 
(Visnu and Ydjnavalkya)^ 140; — a 
Brdkmana (Ibid.); — a Ksattriya 
[Ibid,], 

Intercourse with a widow is punish- 
able, 138-39; — the king shall banish 
those who ate addicted to — {Manu), 
102; — with a forsaken wom.an, 
without fault, or with tl»e wife of one 
impotent or incapable, is not punish- 
able, if sljo was willing (r?-'?«M). 153; 

— with a woman, if she comes to a 
man’s house and makes advances to 
him, is not regarded as culpable 
adultery (Ndrada), 153; — with a 
protected woman in another man’s 
house is culpable adultery {Ibid.); 

— with a willing maiden of the same 
caste is not wrong if he mar- 
ries her with a good nuptial fee to 
her father [Shankha], 154; — with a 
cow is punishable with death ( Visnu)., 
100; — with a woman of equal caste 
or of inferior caste is punishable 
(Brhaspati), 160; — witli an animal 
is. punishable [Ndrada), 163; — ^dth 
male is punishable, 163: — with 
a woman kept by another man is 
punishable [Vyaaa), 163. 

Interest, forms of — , 3; — rate of — for 
the four castes, 4-5; — compound, 

5; — of enjoyment, 7; — six kinds 


of — , 8; — unstipulated, 9; — on 
deposit.s, balance of Interest, com- 
modity .sold and purchase money. 
9; — not accruing from, unless 
stipulated, 1 1 ; — on which accrues 
no — , 12; — maximum — , 11: — on 
gems, beasts of burden, wool, fruits, 
grains, etc,, 13-14; — on oils, milk, 
wine, butter, molasses, salt, etc., 
14; — on loan transactions, 14; 

— rates of, in case of grains, 15; 

— on the local usages of the country, 
16; — forfeiture of — . 17; — com- 
pound js charged on the doubled 
Principal, 37. 

Investment is a lawful source of 
property, 61. 

J 

Joint concern — in a — the profit and 
loss shall be according to the share 
of the capital or a.s agreed upon, 49; 

— among the labonrer.s, 55. 

Judges delivering wrong judgments 

are to be punished (Brhaspa(i), 123. 
Judicial investigations for the realisa- 
tion of debts, 38. 

Judicial proceedings, 45. 

Jyotisfoma, 53. 

K 

KdlHnX, 107. 

Kdlikd (periodical Interest), 5. 
Kalpadrumo , referred to, 1. 

Kalpataru on the pledge for use, 21. 
This view has been criticised by 
A^ucaspati Mishra, 21; — on the 
last kind of wanton women, 33: 

— 7‘efcrred to, 108; — on the .share 
of the son of the Shudra wife, 246. 

ifapiM-cow's milk is not to be taken 
by tlie Shiidra, 140. 

Kdrikd (stipulated Interest), 5. 
Kdrsdpana , 103. 

Krsnala is equal to half of a silver 
Jtfd-s'ii. 103. 

Kdtydyana on Kdrikd Interest, 6 ; — on 
the Interest of enjoyment, 6-7; 

— on loan, 9: — on a loan advanced 
through affection, 10; — on Interest, 

11, 14-15; — on Interest on pledge. 
18-19; — on pledge sinking in value, 
20-21; — on kinds of surety, 22 t23; 
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Laksmldhara, author of the Krtyakal- 
padruma, referred to, 1; — on the 
emancipation of a slave received in 
mortgage, 71. 

Land acquired by the Brahmanical 
method shall go to the sons born 
of the Brdhmana wife {V^-ddlia- 
Manu), 243; — when flooded, re- 
mains in possession of the previous 
owner, 96; — when not properly 
belonging to a man there is nothing 
wrong, if taken away from him, 97. 

Latrine, etc. should not be made very 
close to the wall of another person, 
97. 

Law-suits — basis of, 1. 

Laws of gift and sale, 20. 

Law of debts, 55. 

Lease — a field on — the rules thereof, 
100; — payment to be made by 
lessee — rale for — {Vydsa}^ 101. 

Leprosy — one suffering from — does 
not inherit, 201. 

Limb to be cut off with which one mis- 
behaves [Vistm), 152. 

Loan — recovery of — , 2 ; — on Interest, 
2; — secured by a pledge, 4-5, 7; 

of long standing, 15; — for a 

special purpo.se, 42. 

M 

Maiden approaching a superior naan 
shall not have to pay any fine 
{Ndrada and Manu)f 155; — for 
defiling another maiden should be 
punished {Ibid.). 

Malevolent rites — fine for — (Monw), 
141. 

Man, who sells his slave-girl who is 
devoted to liim and is loudly lament- 
ing, should be fined, 75 ; — should be 
fined if he treats his servants’ wives 
or his child's nurse as slaves, 75; 
— with wliom the woman has mis- 
behaved should be severely punished 
{Manu), 155; — should make the 
best effort to guard the women 
{Manu)y 165. 

Man and woman — he who brings about 
their secret meeting is punished like 
the adulterer {Matsyapurdna), 153. 

Manager — explained, 69. 


Manu on the forms of Interest, 3; 

— on the rates of Interest, 4-5; 

— on the Interest on loan, 12-13; 
— on Interest on the price of things, 
16; — on the Interest as pledge, 18; 

— on the sale of pledge, 21; — on 
the repudiating of the debt by the 
master in case a dependent has 
effected the transaction for family 
purposes, 32; — on the steps to be 
taken by the creditor when the 
debtor has denied to pay it, 34-35; 

— on the means of realising debts, 

37; — on the realisation of fine 
from persons proficient in dis- 
honesty, 38 ; — on trusting a deposit, 
40; — on the restoration of the 
deposit after the death of the 
depositor, 41 ; — on the loss of the 
deposit, 41; — on the punishment 
of one who would appro- 
priate the property of another 
person, 42-43; — on the non- 
restoring of the depo.sit by the 
depositarv, 4.^; — on sale without 
owner. 45; — on the release of the 
purchaser in case ho proves the 
bona fide character of his purchase, 
47; — on the duty of the priest 
appointed to do the work but who 
left it undone, 52; — on the amount 
of the foes to be given to each 
priest, 52-53; — as regards the 

sacrificial fee, 53; — on the punish- 
ment of a sacrifice!’ for forsaking 
an officiating priest and vice versa^ 
54; — on the seven kinds of source 
of property. 60; — on resuming the 
gift, 65; — on the property of the 
wife, the .slave and the son. 72; 

— on the paying of fine by a Brdh- 
mann who compels a sanctified 
twice-born to do servile work against 
his will, 74; — on the BrdbviancC 
making a man slave out of the 
lower three castes, 74; — on punish- 
ment of a Hireling when ho fails to 
do the promised work, 77; — on 
the hired cattle-keeper’s wage.'', 
81; — on the responsibility of the 
keeper and the owner of the cows, 
82; — on Nisicas, 85; — on returning 
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or taking back of the articles sold 
within ten days, 89; — on returning 
the article if found defective even 
after the timedimit, 93; — on 

disputes regarding boundaries, 93; 

— on witnesses of the Sdmantas 
in determining boundaries, 95 ; — on 
the method of deposition of boun- 
dary by people, 95; — on deter- 
mining the boundary by neighbours, 

97 ; — on throwing unclean things 
on public roads, 98; — on sowing 
the seed in another man’s field 
without the consent of tho owner 
of the field, 101; — on punishing 
the keeper of the cattle in case 
crops are damaged in grazing, 102; 

— on maintaining pasture ground, 
102; — on Krsnala as equal to one 
silver Masa, 103; — on the punish- 
ment of the keeper in certain cases, 
104. 

Mdrkamleyapurdna on the emancipa- 
tion of the Shudra from slavery, 

71. 

Marriage-gift should not be given 
away in its entirety, 60; — is im- 
partible, 220. 

Marriages — condemned forms of — , 
239. 

Mam is equal to the 20th part of the 
Pala, 3-4; — is equal to 16 Rahtikas, 

4; — -is ordinarily of gold, but in 
connection with cattle-grazing it I 
is meant to be of silver, 103. 

Master’s treatment of his pupils, 68. 

Master cannot take away from the 
slave what the latter has acquired 
from liis ma.ster’s kindness, or by 
selling himself, 73 ; — of a work 
shall pay the w'ages to the Hirelings, 

75. 

Matsyapurdna on tho penalty to be 
paid by the depositary on tlie non- 
restor.ation of the deposit, 43; — on 
the duty of tlie kuig to puni.sh one 
who has not given the gift after 
making the promise, 62; — on 

punishing tho master if he does not 
impart instructions in his craft, 78; 

— on improper behaviour of a man 
towards the professional woman, 79. 


Measures of grains, 128. 

Medhdiithi quoted, 226. 

Meeting with the wives of those classes 
of people who themselves bring 
about such meetings is not punish, 
able (Manu), 153. 

Men whose livelihood depends upon 
their wives, 34. 

Mitaksard quoted on verbal assault, 
106, 138. 

Minors — nothing on credit should be 
given to, 2. 

Money-lenders, 2-3. 

Mortgage, 21. 

Mother receives the same share as her 
sons (Brhaapali), 194; — receives 
an equal share (Ydjnamlkya), 195: 

— shall inherit the property of her 
childless son and in her absence the 
father’s mother (Manu), 273-75. 

Mother’s property — all the brothers 
and sisters shall equally divide 
after her death (Manu), 170; — after 
the death of the father, the daugh- 
ters shall divide it (Narada), 170; 
— should be equally divided amongst 
the brothers and the sisters (Manu), 
232 ; — shall be divided amongst the 
daughters or the offsprings of the 
daughters (Ydjfiavalkya), 236. 

Murder — in a case of — responsibility 
of various persons and their punish- 
ment accordingly (Brhaspati), 147. 

Murderer should be put to death 
(Vydm and Brhaspati), 149. 

N 

Narada ou the meaning of Kdyika 
form of Interest. 5; — on Interest, 
6-8, 12; — on Interest payable on 
loans, 16 ; — on pledge and its 

kinds, 17: — on Interest on pledge, 
18-19; — on pledge destroyed, 20; 

— on repaying of debts by sons, 
25-26, 27; — on the repaying of 
debts by minors, 28; — on the 
kind of debts not to be paid, 30; 

— on the repayment of debt of 
other persons like the son. 32; 

— on the debt incurred by the son 
to be paid by the father, 32; — on 
the repaying of debt incurred by 
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the wife, 32; — on the payment or 
otherwise of the debt by the wife 
contracted by her husband, 33; 

on the payment of the debt by 

one who has taken the widow, 33; 

— on the payment of the debt to a 
Brahmana creditor when he dies 
without any issue, 34; — on the 
payment of debt by women, 34; 

— on the method of gradual pay- 
ment of debt, 37 ; — on the meaning 
of the term Deposit, 40; — on the 
kinds of deposit, 40; — on the loss 
of the deposit along with the depo- 
sitary’s property, 41; — on the 
restoration of deposit, 42 ; — on the 
refusal of the deposit, 42; — on 
sale made without ownership, 45; 

— on the guilt of the purchaser when 
he conceals the man who sold the 
thing to him, 46; — on the punish- 
ment of the purchaser in case the 
purchase-transaction itself is found 
to be improper, 46 ; — on the share 
of the partner who saves the pro- 
perty, 49; — on the death of a 
partner in a joint concern, 50; 

— on the death of the owner of the 
entire property, 51 ; — on the period 
of keeping the property in custody 
by the king when the owner is dead 
without any heir, 62 ; — on the kinds 
of priest, 54; -—on the resumption 
of gifts, 57 ; — on what cannot be 
given as gifts, 58; — ^on the invalid 
gift, 63 ; — on punishment to be 
given to the giver and receiver of 
an invalid gift, 66; — on the kinds 
of servant, 67; — on Antevdsin, 68; 

— on the character of a pupd, 68; 
— ^his classification of Hirelings, 69 ; 
— as regards an apostate from re- 
nunciation, 70; — on the kinds of 
slave to be emancipated, 70; — on 
the emancipation of slaves, 71 ; — on 
the procedure of emancipation of 
slave, 72 ; — on the rules relating 
to slavery, 73-74; — on the com- 
pulsion of the labourer to do the 
work promised before, 76; — on 
the wages of workers, 76; — on the 
Hireling's abandoning work, 77; 


— on the failure of the professional 
woman to meet the man, 78; — on 
the budding of a house on the land 
belonging to another, 79; — on the 
disputes arising in connection with 
the professional woman, 79; — on 
hiring utensils, 80 ; — on the keeper’s 
looking after milch and dry cows, 
81 ; — on the duty of the owner and 
the keeper of the cows, 81 ; — on the 
responsibility of the owner of the 
keeper of the cows, 82; — on the 
settling of disputes with the keeper 
of the cattle, 83 ; — on the king’s 
maintaining the conventions among 
the Corjiorate bodies, 84; — on the 
detention of the article for realising 
the price, 88; — on the loss of the 
sold article in case it were not deli- 
vered to the purchaser, 88; —on 
the rescission of sale, 88; — on the 
refusal of the article sold to the 
purchaser, 89 ; — on the fixing of the 
price of the commodity, 90 ; — on 
the time-limit of sale, 90 ; — on the 
payment of the earnest -money and 
failure of the transaction, 90; — on 
returning the sold article to the 
seller, 91 ; — on the purchase of a 
commodity without the knowledge 
of loss and profit, 91 ; — on returning 
the purchased article even before 
the time-limit, 92; — on the method 
of determining the boundary mark, 
95; — on king’s determining the 
boundary according to his own 
judgment, 96 ; — on erecting a dyke 
in the field of another man with 
advantage, 99; — on cultivating 
the fields by someone else in the 
absence of the first tenant, 100; 

— on the land left uncultivated, 
100; — on lying down of the cattle 
in the field, 103; — on the destruc- 
tion of crops and fining tho owner, 
103; — on tho innocence of the 
keeper and owner of the cows under 
certain cases, 104; — on the damage 
done to crops and payment for tho 
damage, 104. 

Natives — the meaning of — , 96. 

Niaka is made up of four suvarxtas, 86. 
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NUichintamarii referred to, 109. 

Non-delivering the message — fine for 
{Yajfiavalkya), 138. 

Non-reaponding to call for help — fine 
for—, 138. 

Non-uterine coparcener’s share, 301; 

— cannot take the share of the non- 
uterine brother, 301. 

Nuptial fee of the sister goes to her 
uterine brothers after the mother 
(Gautama), 239. 

Nydyasulra referred to, 2, 

O 

One becomes free from the sin when 
punished for it (Manu), 164. 

Ornaments are the wife’s property 
(Apaslamba), 226. 

Outcaste has no claim to inheritance, 
funeral cake, water offerings (Shan- 
kha), 198. 

Outcasts and his son only get support 
and no share (Tajhamlkya), 200. 

Owner of the lost property should | 
prove his ownership by means of 
witnesses, 47 ; — ^if he fails to prove, 
he should be punished, 48; — of the 
cows shall make over the cows to 
the keeper every morning, 81 ; 

— and keeper of the cows— their 
mutual duty and responsibility, 82; 

— of the cow is pimished if the cow 
dies in the house before the wages 
were paid to the keeper. 83 ; — of 
a dog or a monkey shall not be 
punished for anj"^ injury uiflioted by 
these (Narada), 115. 

P 

Padinyarja, maxim of the foot, 73. 

Pala,, 3-4. 

Panas, 5, 9. 

Pdrijata referred to, 1; — -on pledge, 
20; — on the repaying of debt, 27; 

— on the emancipation of a slave 
girl when she gives birth to a child, 
72; — quoted, 105; — on the share 
of the eldest son, 186; — on the share 
of the son born of a Shudra wife, 
246-47. 

22 


Partition — in the matter of — people 
are not independent so long as the 
mother is living, 168; — principal 
time for making — (Manu), 168; — is 
possible even when the father is un- 
willing, if he is too old or invalid 
(Shankha), 171; — is possible even 
while the father is alive, only with 
his consent, 171; —during father’s 
lifetime — conditions thereof (Nd- 
rada), 173; — of inheritance among 
brothers — as also for childless wo- 
men till they get a son (Vashistha), 
193; — among sons of diverse castes 
(Manu and Bharata), 241-42; — of 
inheritance among brothers and 
childless women (Vashistha), 268; 

— when doubtful — ^kinsmen, the 
deed and the separate transaction of 
business will prove it (Ydjnavalkya 
and Narada), 306-07; — before — no 
transaction, siuetyship, etc. should 
be done among certain members 
of the family (Yajfiavalkya), 308; 
— ^no — between husband and wife 
(Apastaihba), 308; — is proved ac- 
cording to the Ratndkara, 309. 

Partner, if he acts without the consent 
of others and injures the property, 
has to make good to all, 49; 

— who saves the merchandise gets 
the tenth part of the property be- 
sides his own share, 49; — if dis- 
honest, should be turned out of the 
joint concern, 50; if — of the joint 
concern happens to die, his share 
goes to his heir or to one who does 
the dead man’s work, 50; — in a 
joint concern may employ his sub- 
stitute, 50; — in a joint concern 
should carry on the business with- 
out deception, 50. 

Pasture-land should be preserved, 
101; — -for grazing of the cattle 
should be reserved in every village, 
102. 

Path should not be obstructed by 
anyone, 98. 

Pativratd, the meaning of the term 
explained, 267. 

Penalty prescribed for the damaging 
of crops, 104; — -for one who sells 
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what is not seed, or picks out the 
seed, or transgresses the bonds of 
propriety (Manw), 119. 

Periodic Interest, 7. 

Persons disqualified for inheritance 
{Ndrada)^ 204; — should get only 
maintenance from the family, while 
their sons will get the shares 
{Ndrad<i)t 205. 

Piety prospers by separate living 
(Manw), 172. 

Pious purpose — money given for — if 
not spent for that purpose, should 
be taken back {Manu)^ 167. 

Pledge and security differentiated, 3; 
— enjoyment of the — , 7; — im- 
moveable, 7 i — ^loss or damage of 
the — , 17; — transference of — on 
mortgage, 21; — surrender of — , 21; 
— sale of — , 21; — cannot be given 
as gift, 57; — can be only a pledge, 
60; — can be given as a gift only as 
a pledge to be restored to the owner, 
61-62. 

Ploughman r unn ing away from his 
work should be beaten with stick, 
70. 

PogaTt4xi — is a minor up to the 
sixteenth year of his age, 28. 

Prakdslw. on the emancipation of a 
slave-girl when she gives birth to a 
child, 72; — quoted, 215, 

Prdya stands for creditor threatening 
to fast till the payment of debt, 35. 

Preceptor of the family, 53. 

Preferential share for the eldest son 
{Bavdhdyana, Devala and Manu), 
183-85. 

Price should be fixed in accordance 
with the nature of the locality and 
the season, 90. 

Priest — officiating when has become 
disabled, another priest shall do 
his work, 52; — should carry on 
their business as joint concerns, 52; 
— should get his part of the work 
done by his son, in ca.s 0 he has to 
leave the work undone even after 
taking his fees, 52; — of the second 
grade in the Jyotisfoma, third and 
foiu-th grades, 53; — principal — are 
Hoir, AdhvaryUf XJdgdtr and Brah- 
22B 


man, 63; — kinds of — , 54; — offi- 
ciating — if he forsakes the sacrificer, 
is punishable, 54. 

Primogeniture — there shall be no — 
in case of the second partition 
(Brhaspati), 290. 

Principal — forfeiture of — , 20. 

Prizes of the war should go to the 
victorious king, and should be given 
as gift only with his consent, 61. 

Property of the Vedic scholar goes to 
the Parisad (society) (Shankha- 
Likhita), 285, 

Property of the Brahmaiia shall go to 
the Vedic scholars in the absence of 
his heirs {Devoid), 284; — of the 
souless man— divisions of the — 
{Devala), 282-83; —shall devolve 
upon him who is the nearest to the 
deceased sapixtdas {Manu), 275; 

— goes to the eldest brother after 
the death of the father {Gautama), 
276; — of a sonless man goes to 
his wife first, then to tho daughter, 
then to his mother, brother, Ban- 
dhus, Sakulyaa, fellow-scholars and 
king {Visxiu), 264-66; — acquired 
by the father after partition shall 
go to the son born after partition, 
256; — of the dead maiden shall go 
to the uterine brothers or to mother, 
or to father {Baudhdyana), 240; 

— of woman received in the con- 
demned forms of marriages belongs 
to the parents if she dies childless 
{Manu), 238; — of a woman married 
in Brahma, Daiva, Arsa, Gdndharva 
or Prdjdpatya goes to the husband 
alone if she dies childless {Manu), 
238; — obtained in battle is im- 
partible, 219; — which is impartible 
{Manu), 213-20; — acquired by 
persons who have learnt the sciences 
in tho family is partible {Bfhaspati), 
217; — acquired through valour is 
partible {Ibid.)', — acquired without 
the help of the joint property should 
not be divided. 213-16; — left after 
the discharge of the father’s lia- 
bilities should be divided {Ndrada), 
212; — of the grandfather and the 
father and self-acquired all this is 
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divisible (Katyayana), 211; — con- 
cealed if found out, shall be equally 
divided (Katydyana), 196; — wrongly 
divided to be divided into equal 
shares when it is found out (Bhrgu), 

196 ; — stolen on the outskirts of the | 
village should be made good by the 
village-officer; stolen on the pas- 
ture-land by the owner and outside 
the pasture-land by the detective- 
officer (Katydyana), 135; — when 
sold, if not delivered to the pur- 
chaser, the man who has sold it 
should be punished, 89; — ^marked 
value of the — , 89; — when sold 
should be delivered to the purchaser, 

1; — seven sources of acquiring — , 

60; — self-acquired may be given 
away at one's own pleasure, 60; 

— immoveable cannot be given away 
if it is not in excess. 60; — common 
— when it is to bo given away the 
consent of others is necessary, 60; 
common — carmot be given away 
os gift, 57 ; — to be kept in custody 
by the king when the owner is dead 
without any heir, 61-52 ; — of a non- 
Brdhrmna who is lost will go to the 
king, 51; — of the Srdlnuafio should 
not be taken by the king, 34. 

Promised gift, 12. 

Profit in trading in foreign countries, 

88 . 

Prostitute — forcible intercourse with, 
i.s punishable (Vya-sa), 163; — their 
fee is 500 Panas, 163. 

Public road — throwing unclean things 
on the — i.s puni.shable, 98. 

Punishment — the kind of person to 
administer — , 317; — for gambling 
with false dice {Visnu and Yajna- 
valkyn), 316; — for .soiling things 
without ownership, 167; — for a 
Brdhmana woman having recourse 
to a Shiidra [Yanm), 162; — for a 
Ksattriya having recourse to a 
Brdhmana woman (Vashistka), 162; 

— for a Vaishya having recourse to 
a Brdhmana woman {Ibid.); — for a 
woman who comes to a man and 
advances herself to him (Brhaspati), 
162; — for a man of noble birth with 


a Shiidra woman {Apastamba), 
161; — for a Shiidra for having 
intercourse with a Brdhmana woman 
{Yama)t 161; — for violating the 
bedof asuperiorperson {Hdrita), 161 ; 

— for a woman for having an inter- 
course with a man of inferior caste 
{Ootama), 161; — for the violator 
of the teacher’s bed in a wider 
sense {Ndrada and Ydjnavallcya), 
160-61 ; — for drinking wine {Manu), 
160; — for violating the teacher’s 
bed (Manu), 160; — for a Brdhmana 
for making a sanctified twice-bom 
do servile work (Manu), 159; — for 
a Brdhmana for having recourse to 
a Ohanddla woman, 159; — for 
forsaking one’s mother, father, son 
and wife (Manu), 159; — for the 
officiating priest for forsaking the 
saonficer (Ibid.) ; — for a sacrificer dis- 
missing an officiating priest (Ibid.); 

— for those who help the secret 
meeting of a woman with a man 
(Matsyapurdpa), 159; — for violating 
a maiden of superior status or of 
equal status (Manu), 154; — for 
wantonly defiling a maiden through 
sheer audacity, 154; — for conversa- 
tion with the wives of dancers, slave 
girls, female mendicants (Manu), 
152; — for killing (Baudhdyana), 
146-47; for striking a man with 
weapon, and for causing abortion 
(XJskanas and Ydjnavalkya), 145; 

— for the use of false scales, 

weights, measures (Shankha), 
144-45; — for an officer who 

remits the fine of a guilty person 
(Vipiu), 144; — for punishing 

faultless mail (Ydjnavalkya), 144; 

— for one who lets go an adulterer 
or a thief (Ibid.); — for one who 
enters in a Royal Warrant (Ibid.); 

— for destroying a crossing, a flag, 

a pole, or images (Manu and 
Shankha), 141-42; — for a man 
subsisting by the occupation of 
his superiors, 141; — inflicted 

upon the culprit should be 
proportionate to the heaviness of 
crime committed (Narada), 137; 
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— for those who buy stolen property 
and those who receive it in gift and 
also those who hide them (Katya- 
yana), 133 ; — for those who help the 
operating thieves (Ndrada), 133; 

— for those who invite thieves and 
direct them, 133; — -for those who 
knowingly provide food, shelter, fire, 
water, advice, implements or funds 
for the thief or for the murderer 
(Tdjnavaikya), 133; — for stealing 
grains, vegetables, roots, fruits, 
flowers, trees, etc. (Manu), 129-30; I 

— for stealing in accordance with 
the number of things stolen, 128-29; 

— for stealing more than 100 
Karsas of gold and silver, 128; 

— for stealing cattle or untying 
a knot ( Yajnavalkya], 127; — for 
stealing animals (Vyasa and Visnu), ' 
126-27 ; — ^for stealing cows belonging 

to a Brahmaria, for piercing their I 
nostrils (Manu), 126; — for kid- 
napping persons (Vydsa), 126; — for 
cheating women and children by ' 
making artificially articles of small 
value appear as of higher value 
(Bjrhaapati), 124; — for making and 
selling false gold, or fictitious pearls 
and corals, 124; — for pledging or 
selling a covered article after having 
altered it or making it appear as a 
valuable article (Yajnavalkya), 124; 

— for one who makes a thing of 
inferior quality look like one of a 
superior quality (Yajnavalkya), 123; 

— for a physician dealing dishonestly 
towards persons of higher class 
(Visnu), 122; — for declaring a true 
coin to be false or a false coin to be 
true (Yajnavalkya), 121; — for forg- 
ing royal edicts, making counterfeit 
coins, etc. (Ibid.)-, — for profiteering 
by traders (Ibid.) ; — for selling coun- 
terfeits (Visnu), 121; — for selling 
a thing at unauthorised price 
(Yajnavalkya), 121; — for traders 
hampering the sale of com- 
modities brought in by foreign 
traders (Yajnavalkya), 121; — for 
adulterating medicines, oils, salts, 
scents, grains, etc. (Yajnavalkya), 


120; — for selling an article after 
hiding its defects or having adul- 
terated (Brhaspati), 120; — for a 
trader making a false declaration 
regarding quantities, or evading the 
Custom-House (Yajnavalkya), 120; 

— for the feller of a fruit-yielding 
tree (Visnu), 117; — for injuring 
trees, bushes, etc. (Yajnavalkya, 
Visnu and Manu), 117; — for a man 
striking another with a dangerous 
weapon (Kdtydyana), 115; — for the 
members of the family even in- 
cluding the slave and the servant 
only on the back part (Manu), 115; 

— for misbehaviour (Yama), 115; 

— for the owner of a dog or other 
animals if he does not save the 
person attacked, 115; — for the 
owner of the tusked or horned animal 
when he does not save the person 
attacked (Ydjrlavalkya), 115; — for 
each of the assailants against one 
single man (Yajnavalkya), 114; 

— should be in accordance with the 
degree of hurt caused to the other 
(Manu), 113; — for beating a man 
in such a way as to render him 
as good as dead, 113;- — for following 
the orders of the king’s enemy 
(Yajnavalkya), 113; — for hurting 
both the eyes of a man (Ibid.) ; — for 
offending against a Brdhmana by a 
man of lower caste (Ndrada), 113; 
— for striking a king (Ibid.)-. — for 
an offence (Vshanas), 109; — for 
reviling the king (Ndrada), 108; 

— of persons engaged in abusing 
each other (Brhaspati), 106-07; 

— for one who effects a sale without 
ownership, 45-46. 

Pupil — ^the nature of the punishments 
for — ■ (Apastamba), 116; — as a ser- 
vant, 67-68; — should semm the 
teacher, his wife and his son, 68. 

Purdna moaning gold-coin, stands for 
monetary transaction, 16-17. 

Purchaser has to pay a fine if he 
returns things, like milch cattle, etc., 
after purchasing, 92; — shall not 
give it up, if he had purchased the 
thing after thorough examination’ 



INDEX 


341 


91-92; — if he refuses to accept the 
article it may be sold to another, but 
the first purchaser has to pay the 
loss if the said article has been 
damaged in the meantime, 90; 

— should give back to the seller 
the sold article if the sale has been 
made under imusual circumstances, 
89; — if he refuses to accept the 
delivery of the sold article, he shall 
suSer the penalties, 89; — should 
pay to the owner the amount 
claimed by him and a fine to the 
king, if he fails to produce the ven- 
dor, 47 ; — will get his money from 
the vendor in ease he loses his 
judicial proceedings, 46; — should 
not be punished when the seller has 
been produced, 46; — genuineness 
of the — depends upon tho producing 
of the seller, 46. 

Purchase is a lawful source of property, 
61. 

Purchase-money, 9. 

Purchase and Sale — Recission, 1 . 

R 

Raktika, 4. 

Ratndkara, referred to, 1 ; — on In- 
terest, 14, 17; —on pledge, 20; 

— on repaying of debts, 26; — on the 
third kind of wanton woman, 33-34; 

— on the first kind of remarried 
woman, 34; - — on deposits, 42; — on 
the share of a man who saves the 
property from being lost, 60 ; — re- 
ferred to, 69 ; — on the emancipation 
of a slave girl when she gives birth 
to a child, 72; — quoted, 127, 268; 

— referred to, 210, 215; — on the 
importance of transaction, 314. 

Receiving of proper gift is a lawful 
source of property, 61. 

Refuse of humanity, 116. 

Religious duties — common perform- 
ance of — among undivided brothers 
after division should be performed 
separately, 306. 

Religious gift — land obtained as such 
should not be given to tho son of the 
wives of the lower castes (Brluispali), 
243. 


Religious purpose — whatever has been 
promised for — must be paid, 28. 

Remarried woman, the first kind of, 

34. 

Rent of house, as a kind of Interest, 6. 

Repartition is possible up to the fourth 
generation {Devala), 192. 

Returning of the articles sold, 9 1 , 

Retmited members of a familj' — 
explained {Brhaspati), 288-89. 

Reunited coparceners — if any one of 
them acquired additional property 
through his merits, he will get two 
shares, 291. 

Reunited son shall get his share 
(Manu), 297. 

Reunited brothers shall divide the 
property among themselves, if any- 
one dies sonless or becomes a re- 
nunciate, 302. 

Riding on the king’s conveyance or 
sitting on his seat is pimishable 
(Ydjfuxvalkya), 141. 

Royal dues — those who conspire to 
cheat the State of the — are 
punished, 86. 

Royal warrant — pimishment for forg- 
ing a — (Shankha), 144. 

Royal command — disobeying a — is 
punishable (Ibid.). 

S 

Sacrificer is punished for forsaking an 
officiating priest, 64. 

Sakvlya should receive the payment 
of debt when the Brdhmana creditor 
dies without any issue, 34; — shall 
take the property in the absence 
of Sapindas (Bavdhayana), 284. 

Sale without o\vnership, 1. 

Sciences of weapons, 217. 

Sisters who are unmarried receive 
share for the purposes of their 
marriage, 194; — is to receive a share 
of the property of one' who has left 
no child or wife or father, 290. 

Skill is de.soribed a.s art and craft, 68. 

Slave — ^nothing on credit should be 
given to — , 2; — kinds of — , 67, 70; 
— for the stipulated period, 71-72; 
— emancipation of — , 70-71 ; — main- 
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tained during famine becomes free 
by giving a pair of oxen and also 
whatever has been eaten during tho 
hard times, 71; — if he happens to 
save his master’s life, should be 
emancipated from slavery and should 
be given a son’s share, 71; — debtor 
— becomes free by paying the debt 
with accrued Interest, 71 ; — received 
in mortgage becomes free by paying 
money to his previous master if he 
agrees to redeem him, 71; — girl is 
emancipated if she gives birth to a 
child after intercourse with her | 
master, 72; — ^has no property of his 
OVT3, whatever he acquires belongs 
to his master, 72; — emancipation 
procedure, 72; — enslaved through 
his connection with a slave-girl 
becomes free by abandoning her, 

72; — made for food becomes free i 
on giving up the said subsistence, | 
72; — captured in battle, emanci- 
pation of; or won through wager, 

72; — a person of the higher caste 
cannot be the slave of the lower 
caste, imless he has violated his 
duties, 74; one is fined if one makes 
a — of the highest caste, 75, 

Slavery is inborn in the Shudra, 71. 

Slave-girl — forcible intercourse with 
a — is punishable ( YdjnavalJcya), 163. 

Shankha-Likhita — regarding the fees to 
be given to the priests, 53-54; — on 
punishing a man for cutting a dyke 
between fields, 99; — for punishing 
in case crops are damaged by cattle, 
102; — on the grazing of the young 
ones of all animals, 103. 

Shankha on the non-p\inishment of 
small animals, 105. 

Share of the thieves when they work 
jointly, 55-56; — rules for joint 
working amongst the tradesmen, 
cultivators, thieves and artisans, 

56; — in the expenditure incurred 
in setting free the thieves when 
caught, 56 ; — persons entitled to — 
{Man'u)y 198, 204-05; — those who 
have entered other life stages have 
no — (Vashistka)^ 206; —allotment 
of — (Afanu), 220; — of the son born 


of a Shudra wife {Shankha and 
Manu)f 244—46; — of the son who 
was not in tho womb at the time 
of the partition {Manu and Bfhas- 
pati), 253—55; — of the reunited 
coparceners is to belong to the 
reunited coparceners {Ndrada)^ 301. 

Shatamdna is equal to 320 Rattia, 86. 

Shrdddhacintdmani — ^referred to, 264. 

Shudra has no property of his own, 
whatever belongs to him is liable to 
be taken away by his master, 73; 

— can make a man slave of his own 
caste, 74; — is created for servile 
work. He is never free from ser- 
vitude, 74; — to be punished for 
abusing a twice-born {Qotama and 
Manu), 108; — to be punished for 
listening the Vedas, reciting the 
Vedas and for memorising, 108; 

— should be punished for teaching 

religion {Brhaspati), 108; — is 

punished for assaulting a Brdh^ 
mana, 111; — is punished for adopt- 
ing the living of a Brahimt^a ( Ydjfia- 
vnlkya), 113; — is punished for 
wearing the sacred thread {Ibid,) 

— is beaten with a stick on his 
seeking to equal his superior in the 
matter of speaking, walking, bed 
and seat {Apastamba), 114; — should 
not be punished again if he has been 
struck once for abusing the higher 
caste, 116; — feeding of — at rites is 
punishable, 138; — is punished for 
making a living by the occupation 
of the Kaattriya and tho Brdhmana 
{Ydjhavalkya), 141: — should be 
punished for having intercourse 
with a woman of higher caste {Go- 
lama and Manu), 157; — woman is 
unprotected, 159; — the method of 
putting him to death {Baudhdyana), 
161; — is punished for having inter- 
course with a woman of noble birth 
{Ootama), 161. 

Shvlka, 12. 

Security and profit, 2. 

Security account, 12. 

Secret thieves should be punished by 
the king for cutting holes in the 
walls {Vydaa and Manu), 125. 
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Seller — when he sella the article sold 
to another person after it has been 
refused by the first purchaser is not 
wrong, 90 ; — is punished for selling 
a defective article, 89. 

Selling clothes obtained from dead 
bodies is punishable {Ydjrlavalkya), 
14 ; — what is not the seed is punish- 
able, 101; — bad meat is punish- 
able {Visnu), 116; — uneatable food 
is pimishable {Visri,u), 142. 

Seniority is declared by birth only 
(Manu), 182. 

Separated coparceners shall take the 
property of the separated co- 
parceners {Kdtydyana), 303. 

Separation augments piety {Brhaspati), 
172. 

Servants — law relating to, 67; — ^kinds 
of — , 67. 

Setting fire to field, etc. is punishable 
{Ydjnamlkya), 143. 

Smrtisdra on pledge, 20 ; — on repaying 
of debts, 26-27; — on the validity 
of giving the entire property as 
gift, 68; — on the giving away of 
the immoveable property as gift, 
60. 

Smdrta-iites are to be performed in 
the Matrimonial Pire, 308. 

Son cannot be given as gift, 57 ; — only 

— should not be given away or 
received as gift, 59; father and 
mother are the sole masters in giving 
away the — , 89 ; — has no power to 
dispose of the immoveable property 
so long as the father is present, 62; 

— has no property of his own, 
whatever he acquires belongs to his 
master, 72; — -is punished if he does 
not supply the mother with food 
[Brhaspati), 165; ■ — eldest — ex- 
plained [Devala), 181; — who is 
endowed with learnmg and 
righteousness deserves to receive 
more in partition [Brhaspati), 185, 

• 187; — who is seniormost in regard 
to birth, learning and other 
qualifications should receive two 
shares of the inheritance [Brhas- 
pati), 186; — devoid of good 

qualities is not entitled to inherit 


the father’s property [Brhaspati), 
197; — of the brother when the 
latter is dead shall receive his share 
from his uncle equal to those of 
others (Kdtydyana), 191; — of the 
Shudra wife shall not be a sharer in 
the property [Shankha), 244; — bom 
of a Shudra woman shall get main- 
tenance [Brhaspati), 247; — of a 
Shudra from an unmarried slave- 
girl shall receive a share [Ydjha- 
valkya and Manu), 247-48; — of an 
unmarried %voman shall take the 
entire property if the deceased has 
left no son or daughter’s son from 
his mari’ied wife [Ydjnavalkya), 248; 

— born after the partition shall get 
the share from those who became 
separated from the father [Visnu 
and Manu), 252-53; — born before 
the partition has no right over the 
father’s share [Brhaspati), 255, 
297-301; — born after the partition 
has no right over the share of the 
brothers [Ibid,)-, — born after the 
daughter is appointed — their share 
wiU be equal [Manu), 261; — body- 
born, when he is bom the other 
sous are entitled to the fourth of a 
share only [Kdtydyana), 262; — of 
the appointed daughter shall receive 
thefourth of a share [Brahnmpurdnxi), 
263; — will get the share if a re- 
united coparcener is dead [Ydjna- 
valkya), 293; —if born after the 
partition shall receive the property 
of the father [Manu), 296; — soil- 
born — shall receive the third part 
of a share [Brahmapurdna), 263; 

— of enunch, blmd, deaf, idiot and 

dumb are allowed shares except 
when the father is outcast, 199— 
205; — body -born and soil -born of 
the disqualified ones, if free from 
defects, get shares. 201; — bom 
from wives married in the reverse 
order shall be treated like the son 
from the Shudra woman [Gautama), 
249 ; — of divided coparceners — 

partition among them [Ydjnaval- 
kya), 249-50; — diHerent varieties 
of — [N^a^ and Yama), 266-67 ; 
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— of the twelve kinds of — only six 
are kinsmen and inheritors {Manu), 
267; — inheritors of property ac- 
cording to Baudhayana, 268; — ^par- 
takers of the Qotra (Ibid.); 
— distinction on the basis of the 
order in which they are mentioned, 
256-59 ; — claims of the twelve kinds 
of — , 259-60; — other than the first 
two only get maintenance (Brhcbs- 
pati and Jlfante), 260; — their part 
in the share — explained, 264. 

Sonless wives of one’s father are equal 
sharers (Vydaa), 195; — of the dis- 
qualified persons also get mainte- 
nance {Yajnavalkya), 202; — widow 
faithful to her husband’s bed shall 
ofier the cake and receive his entire 
share [Vrddha-Manu), 266. 

Sacramental rites shall be performed 
out of the paternal property {Nd- 
rada), 194; — of those for whom 
they have not been performed 
during the lifetime of the father, 
207 ; — of girls should be performed 
in accordance with one’s means, 210. 

Sacrificial fee to be paid to the priest 
who abandons his work, 52; the 
time for giving — , 52; — 100 cows 
for the Jyotiytoma, 53. 

Sagotra explained by Brhxispati, 265. 

Sale without ownership is not a sale, 
46; rescission of the — not possible 
after ten days, 89; rescission of 
the — possible even after the expiry 
of time-limit in certain cases, 89; 
rescission of — in case of a pur- 
chase without knowing the loss and 
the profit, 91; time-limit for — 
in cases of cattle, jewels, etc., 90-91; 
rescission of the — on the same 
day or after the first day, 92. 

Samdnodaka relationship, 265. 

Sdmanias are persons born in the 
neighbourhood of the disputed boun- 
dary, 95. 

Samvarta on Interest not accruing 
from, 11. 

Spies — through — the king shall find 
out the doings of State oificials 
(Yajnavalkya), 143. 


Sapindas, 197 ; — to get the property 
of the childless person (Brhaspati), 
247 ; — explained by Brhaspati, 266. 

State — constituents of — (Vimu), 145. 

Stealing animals is punishable (Nd- 
rada, Manu, Vyasa and Ydjnaval- 
kya), 126; — grains is punishable 
(Brhaspati), 127; — wooden articles, 
articles weighed by scales, of those 
that aro measured and of those that 
are counted — punishment for 
(Ndrada), 128; —-ploughing imple- 
ments is punishable (Shankha), 
129; — milk, milk products is 

punishable (Vyasa), 129; — in gen- 
eral is punishable (Visr^u), 130; 

— rope and waterpot from the weU is 
punishable (Manu), 130; — wooden 
vessels, earthenware, leather thongs, 
bones, skins, cooked food, etc. is 
punishable (Ndrada), 130; — grass, 
wood or fruit or flower without the 
owner’s knowledge, the hand should 
be cut oS (Brhaspati), 131. 

Step-brother’s share, 301. 

Stipulated Interest, 7. 

I Stolon property should be made good 
by the district officer, the police 
officer, and the detectives, if the 
thief is not detected (Kdtydyana), 
134; if a portion of the — is re- 
covered from a certain person, the 
rest of it also should be realised from 
him (Vrddha-Manu), 135; — if found, 
shall be kept in charge of a vigilant 
man and if thieves try to get them, 
they should be killed by an elephant 
(Manu), 135; — if discovered within 
a year should be restored to the 
owner, after that time to the king 
(Yajnavalkya), 135. 

Stoma of the house, 6. 

Stridhana — ^no interest on — , 11, 30; 

— to be given by the husband or 
father-in-law (Yajnavalkya), 177; 
— ■ defined and classified (Kdtydyana, 
Visnu and Devala), 222-24, 229; 

— promised by the husband should 
be paid by the sons after the death 
of the husband if she stays in her 
husband’s house, 232; — goes to the 
children (Qotama, Brhaspati), 233- 
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34; — and its division according to 
Kdtydyana, 237-38; — should be 
provided for the maintenance of 
her life in case the widow is in her 
youth and is rough mannered 
{Bdrita), 268. 

Striking elder brother’s wife is punish- 
able {Yajnavalkya), 138; — his 

teacher is punishable (Ibid.), 141. 

Substitute for capital punishment in 
case of a Brahmana (YajHavalkya), 
143. 

Succession — order of — in case a man 
dies childless (Yajnavalkya), 276; 

— according to Apaatamba, 276; 

— of the order of the inheritors of 
the property of the hermit, the 
renunciate and the religious .student 
(Yajnavalkya), 285. 

Suits — -false, 39. 

Supernatural methods of ordeal, 20. 

Surety in connection with law-suits, 
22; — for trust, 23, 30; — for ap- 
pearance, 23, 30; — money defined, 
30. 

Suvariia is equal to the eightieth, part 
of 20 Palos, 4; — as a measure, 4, 

T 

Temple demolishing is punishable 
(Katydyana), 142. 

Tenant— old — coming back to the 
field shall pay the expenditure in- 
curred by the new tenant and then 
can take possession of the field 
again, 100; — if unable to pay the 
expenses to the new tenant, the 
produce of the land will go to the 
new tenant for some years, 100; 
— the first being unable to cultivate, 
another tenant may do it and take 
the produce, 100. 

Theft of yams, cotton, drugs, curds, 
milk, water, grass, vessels made of 
bamboos or cane, animal products 
is punishable (Manu), 130; — is a 
special form of crime, 136; —differ- 
entiated from crime, 136. 

Thief is one who sells another’s pro- 
perty without being its owner, 45; 

— should be made to restore the 
stolen things and then should be 


punished (Ydjmvalkya), 131; open 
traders are — their method of rob- 
bing people (Vydsa), 118; — the 
king being unable to suppress them 
those who help them with food, 
drink, etc. in order to save them- 
selves are not wrong ( Visnu), 133. 

Title of law, 40. 

Trade— purpose of — , 2 ; right method 
of—, 90. 

Traders for exporting goods mono- 
polised by the State shall have all 
their property confiscated (Manu), 
121 . 

Trading abroad — ^persons — should de- 
liver the profit to the purchaser, 
88; — in foreign lands, 88. 

Transaction — last^ — -is really effective 
(Brhaspati), 313-14; — authority at- 
taches to — ( Yajnavalkya and Brhas- 
pati), 313; — validity of— when 
carried without a longer interval, 
314. 

Twice-born person should not be 
punished if running short of 
provision while on a journey he 
takes two sugarcane -sticks, or 
two roots from another man’s fields 
(Manu), 134; — should not bo 
regarded as have stolen anything 
under certain circumstances (Manu 
and Qotama), 134. 

U 

Upanidhi (sealed deposit), 40, 42, 44. 

Ushanas — on the non-acceptance of 
the compensation paid for grazing 
the cattle, 104; — on non -penalising 
of elephant and horses, 104. 

Usury, 9. 

Uttering improper oath is punishable, 
138. 

V 

Vaishya can make a slave of his own 
caste, 74; — for having an inter- 
course with a woman of higher 
caste should be pimished (Manu), 
167 ; — can have only one wife and 
may have a Shudra wife also 
(Bhdrata), 243. 

Vanina is the lord of penalties (Gau. 
tama), 16fi, 
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Voshiaha on forms of Interest, 3; 

— on Interest on gold Basas, etc., 

15; — on the consent of the son to 
be given away as a gift, 59. 

Vedic scholars should be honoured 
with gifts and requested to live in 
the kingdom, 143. 

Verbal assault — explained by Ndrada, 
106. 

Violence — kinds of — (Narada), 130; 

— acts of — {Ndrada), 136. 

Violating a woman forcibly is pimish- 
able {Bfhaspati), 139; — by fraud is 
pimishable {Bfha^spati), 159-60; for 

— the wife of another man forcibly, 
the man should be put to death 
(Matsyapurdna), 163; — a willing 
maiden is punishable (Manu), 153. 

Visnu on Interest, 10, 14-15; — on 
pledge pledged to two persons, 20; 
-on the repaying of debt, 26; I 
- on the repaying of the debt 
incurred by the woman, by her * 
husband or her son, 32; — on 
the means of realising debt by the 
creditor, 37 ; — on the punishment of 
a purchaser purchasing from a man 
who is not the owner, 48; — on 
making a slave of the highest caste, 
74-75; — on hireling’s abandoning 
the work before the expiry of his 
term, 77 ; — on the keeper’s milking 
a cow without the owner’s permis- 
sion, 83; — on the non-deliverance 
of the property to the pvirchaser, 
88; — on throwing rubbish on the 
public road, 98 ; — on damage done 
to the roadside field, unfenced crops, 
etc., 102 ; — on the value of the crops 
destroyed to be paid to the owner, 
103; — on the fault of the owner, if 
t’ne cow is left without the keeper, 
104. 

Vivddaratndkara — quoted on sale with- 
out ownership, 46 ; — on the sale of 
an article, 90, 120, 142. 

Vrdtya explained {Hdnta and Eald- 
yitdha), 156. 

Vrdtya woman — intercovu’se with her 
is punishable {Manu), 156, 

Vrddha-Manu — on the wages of the 
labourer, 76; — -on the punishment 


of the labourer who does not work 
after having promised to do it, 77; 

— on the payment to be made by 
an employee if he destroys anything 
carelessly, 77; — on the dismissing of 
the hirelings by the employer before 
reaching the destination, 78; . — on 
hiring a cart, 80 ; — on punishing 
a man for demolishing the village 
boundary, 99. 

Yydhrtihoma forms an integral part 
in the rites accompanying the giving 
and receiving of sons, 59. 

Vydsa on the forms of Interest, 4-5; 

— on maximum Interest, 11; — on 
Interest on pledge, 19; — on the 
payment of debt by the grandson, 
23 ; — on the debts not to be paid 
by the son, 29; — on the payment 
of the price of the deposit in case 
it has been consumed by the de- 
positary, 42 ; — on the producing of 
the seller who has sold without 
ownership, 46; — on carrying of 
business without any deception, 
59; — on the respon.sibility of the 
keeper of the cows, 82; — on the 
time-limit of the sale, 90; — on the 
cultivation of the lease land, 100. 

Vyavahdra— explained, 35. 

W 

Wager, 12. 

Wages — non-payment of — , 1, 67, 75; 
— amount of — , 75; — for a plough- 
man, 75; — of workers according to 
Ndrada, 76; — of the labourers 
should be fixed by persons expert in 
sea voyage and experienced in 
regard to time and place, 76; — if a 
hireling abandons his work before 
the lapse of the stipulated time, he 
forfeits his — , 77; the carrier 

is to receive the — only for the dis- 
tance actually traversed, 78; — in 
the form of milk, 81 ; — of the cow- 
keeper, 81. 

War-prizes given away by the vic- 
torious king as gifts, should be 
with the consent of the defeated 
enemy king, 71. 
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Washerman should be punished for 
making transactions with the clothes 
{YdjUavalkya), 123. 

Water-drain should not be encroached 
upon, 97; — or erecting an opening 
towards other’s house is wrong, 97. 

Wealth gained by learning should 
not ba given to the unlearned 
{Kdtydyana), 219. 

Weight gained by coarse wool, cotton- 
yam in weaving {YdjAavalkya), 124- 
26. 

Widow when sonless can enjoy her 
husband’s property as she likes 
(Kdtydyana), 227-28; — faithful to 
her husband’s bed shall dwell with 
her elders till her death, 227-28; 
—her duties in case she inherits 
the entire share of her husband 
(Brhaspati), 266. 

Wife is the dead man’s sole as.set, 33; 

— cannot be given as gift, 07 ; — has 
no property of her own, whatever 
she acquires belongs to her master, 
72; for declaring her paramour 
a thief — is punishable {YSy'iUi- 
valkya), 140; — one should not 
converse with — of other men w’hen 
forbidden (Mami], 152; making 
a living through their — , 153 ; — and 
the son are one’s own body, 153; 

— not having Slrldhana shall be 
made equal sharer with the wives 
haym%Strvlha,na(Yajnavalkya),'\ll ; 

— of the dead brother cannot receive 

a share, 191; — superseded should 
get compensation {Ydjnavalkya), 
223; — becomes entitled to the 

property when there is no great- 
grandson, 266 ; — of a sonless person 
shall perform the Shrdddha, 266; 

— of the renunciate or those who 
have no son shall be provided by 
the reunited brothers [Shankha and 
Ndrada), 302. 

Witness — if they depose falsely should 
bo fined {Manu}^ 166. 

Women — nothing on credit should 
be given to — , 2 ; — shall not pay the 
debt incurred by her husband or 
her son, 32; — manages everything 
in the family, 33; — should pay the 


debt contracted by her husband 
if she has been made to promise, 
33; — should pay the debt if she 
has taken the family assets, 33; 
last kind of wanton — , 33; first 
kind of remarried — , 33-34; — shall 
give away or receive in gift a son 
with her husband’s permission and 
that too only when she is in com- 
pany with her husband, 59; - — cannot 
perform the VydhHihoma, 69; pro- 
fessional — when ill or tired or in 
distress or engaged in work for the 
king is not to be punished for not 
meeting the man when invited, 79; 
— professional, if she is deceived by 
any one, he should be punished, 79; 
rules relating to the treatment of 
professional — , 79; — who is very 
unchaste, who has killed her hus- 
band, or elder or child, shall be put 
to death (Ydjnavalkya), 142; — for 
administering poison or setting 
fire, or killing a man, or breaking 
a dyke or dam, should be drowned 
in water (Ydjnavalkya), 142; — types 
of persons who can converse un- 
checked with — (Manu), 150; 

— should not converse with a man 
when forbidden (Ydjnavalkya), 162; 

— defiling a maiden should be 
punished (Manu and Ndrada), 155; 

— proud of her relations and quali- 
ties, passing over her husband, 
should be punished, 155 ; — whose 
husband is impotent, who has never 
had intercourse with her husband, 
should be put to death if she breaks 
her faith with him (Visnu), 162; 

— who are not independent should 
not be arrested (Kdtydyana), 162; 

— whose husband is away if foimd 
misbehaving, shall be kept confined 
till her lord comes back (Kdtydyana), 
162; misplaced intercourse with a 

— is punishable, 163; —enjoyed by 
several men shall be punished like 
a prostitute, if any man has inter- 
course with her (Vydsa), 163; — longs 
for a man only (Manu)/ 166; — ha.g 
no independence anywhere in #11 
her conditions (YajikeoalkyaY, 1*65' 
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— ^her behaviom’ towards a man 
(Manu), 165; — becomes dangerous 
if not restrained by love (Ibid.); 
characteristics of — according to 
Manu, 165; — is free to enjoy the 
wealth given to her by her husband, 

227 ; — following the wrongpathdoes 
not deserve the Stridhana, 232; 

— is free to use her wealth received 
in dowry (Kdtydyana), 225; — may 
take her share from the coparceners 
imder certain conditions (Likhita). 
232; no seniority for the — in the 
case of inheritance (Manu), 261; 

— shall in no case dispose of the 
propert 5 ' of the husband (Mahd- 
bhdrata), 269. 

Work — low class of — enumerated, 69; 

— stipulated if not done the man 
shall not receive the wages, 77. 

Y 

YaJ-damlkya on forms of Interest, 4; 

— on pledge, 7; — on the non- 
acceptance of loan, 12; — on the 
Interest on pledge, 18; — on surety, 
23-24; — on repaying of debts in ' 
the absence of father, 25- 27 ; — on 
the pajTnent of debt by the son in 
the absence of one taking the pro- 
perty and the other taking the 
widow, 31; — on the repaying of 
debt by the head of the family, 

32 ; — on the debt payable by 
the husband contracted by his 
wife, 33 ; — on the means of realising 
dues from low caste by making 
him do work, 36; — on the debtor’s 
denying the debt and later, on being 
proved, his paying the dues and also 
a fine equal to the sum claimed, 38 ; 

— on the non-intervention of the 
king in case the creditor presses the 


debtor to pay his dues, 38; — on the 
tearing off of the bond after the debt 
is paid off, 39; — on the meaning of 
the term Upanidhi, 40; — on punish- 
ing a man who recovers from another 
person’s hand some chattel that had 
been stolon, 48; — on joint concern, 
49; — on the partner’s suffering a 
loss in case he practised deceipt, 50 ; 

— on depriving the partner of his 
profits in case he be found crooked, 
52 ; — on what can be given as gift, 
59-60; — on the amount of wages, 75; 

— on the duty of the owner and the 
keeper of the cow, 82-83; — on the 
duty of the members of the Corpora- 
tion, 84 ; — on the duty described by 
the Convention, 85 ; — on mis- 
appropriating the property of the 
Corporation, 85 ; — on the damage 
done to the article sold before the 
non-deliverance of it to the pur- 
chaser, 88; — on the selling of the 
article sold before when refused by 
the first purchaser, 90; — on the 
time-limit of the articles sold, 90-91 ; 

— on the determination of the 
boundary, things other than the 
land and fields, 97; — on cutting a 
boundary dyke taking away field, 
etc., 99; — on the erection of a 
dyke in another man’s field, 99-100; 

— on pasture-land, 101; — on the 
damage done to the roadside fields, 
unfenced crops, 120; — on the 
setting free of certain animals, 1 04. 

Yama — on the realisation of a fine 
double the amount of the debt in 
case a wealthy debtor denies to 
pay, 39. 

Yautuka property of the mother 
belongs to the unmarried daughters 
alone (Manu), 235, 




SELECT OPINIONS 


Sylvain Levi : The Gaekwad’s Series is standing 
at the head of the many collections now pub- 
lished in India. 

Asiatic Review, London ; It is one of the best 
series issued in the East as regards the get up of 
the individual volumes as well as the able 
editorship of the series and separate works. 

Presidential Address, Patna Session of the Oriental 
Conference : Work of the same class is being 
done in Mysore, Travancore, Kashmir, Benares, 
and elsewhere, but the organisation at Baroda 
appears to lead. 

Indian Art and Letters, London : The scientific 
publications known as the “ Oriental Series ” 
of the Maharaja Gaekwar are known to and 
highly valued by scholars in all parts of the 
world. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, London ; 
Thanks to enlightened patronage and vigor- 
ous, management the “Gaekwad’s Oriental 
Series” is going from strength to strength. 

Sir Jadunath Sarkar, Kt. ; The valuable Indian 
histories included in the “ Gaekwad’s Ori- 
ental Series ” will stand as an enduring 
monument to the enlightened liberality of 
the Ruler of Baroda and the wisdom of his 
advisers. 

The Times Literary Supplement, London ; These 
studies are a valuable addition to Western 
learning and reflect great credit on the 
editor and His Highness. 





GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 


Critical editions of unprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and published 
at the Oriental Institute, Baroda 


I. BOOKS PUBLISHED. 

Rs. A. 

1. Kavyamimathsa : a work on poetics, by 

Rajasekhara (880-920 A.D.) : edited by C. D. Dalai 
and R. Anantakrishna Saatry, 1916. Reissued, 1924. 

Third edition revised and enlarged by K. S. Rama- 
swami Shastri, 1934, pp. 52+314 . . . . 2-0 

2. Naranarayagananda ( ) : a poem on the 

Pauranic story of Arjunaand Krsna’s rambles on Mount 
Gimar, by Minister Vastup&la : edited by C. D. Dalai and 
R. Anantakrishna Sastry, 1916, pp. 11 +92+ 12. Out of print, 

3. Tarkasahgraha ( ) : a work on Philosophy 

(refutation of Vawesika theory of atomic creation) by 
Anaudajnana or Anandagiti (13th century) : edited by 
T. M. Tripathi, 1917, pp. 36+142 + 13 . . Out of print. 

4. Parthaparakrama ( ) : a drama describing 

Arjuna’s recovery of the cows of King Virata, by 
Prahladanadeva, the founder of Palanpur : edited by 
C. D. Dalai, 1917, pp. 8+29 .. .. Out of print. 

5. Rastraudhavaihsa ( ) : an historical poem 

(Mahakavya) describing the history of the Bagulas of 
Mayuragiri, from Rastraudha, the originator to 
Narayana Shah, by Rudra Kavi (A.D, 1696) : edited 
by Embar Krishnamaeharya with Introduction by C. D. 

Dalai, 1917, pp. 24+128+4 .. .. Out of print. 

6. Linganusasana (Psfs-i^ww) : on Grammar, by Vamana 

(8th-9th century): edited by C. D, Dalai, 1918, 
pp. 9+24 .. .. .. Out of print.. 

7. Vasantavilasa ( ) : a contemporary historical 

poem (Mahakavya) describing the life of Vastupala 
and the history of Gujarat, by Balachandrasuri 
(A.D. 1240) : edited by 0. D. Dalai, 1917, pp. 16+ 

114+6 .. .. .. Out of print. 
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8. Rupakasatka six dramas by Vatsaraja, 

Minister of Paramardideva of Kalinjara (12th-13th 
century) : edited by 0. D. Dalai, 1918, pp. 12+191 

Out of print, 

9. Mohaparajaya ( ) : an allegorical drama de- 

scribing the overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or 
the conversion of Kumarapala, the Chalnkya King of 
Gujarat, to Jainism, by Yasahpala, an officer of King 
Ajayadeva, son of Kumarapala (A.D. 1229 to 1232) : 
edited by Muni Chaturvijayaji with Introduction and 
Appendices by G. D. Dalai, 1918, pp. 32+135+20. Out of print. 

10. Hammiramadamardana a drama glorify- 

ing the two brothers, Vastupala and Tejahpala, and their 
King Viradhavala of Dholka, bv Jayasimhasuri : edited 
by C. D. Dalai, 1920, pp. 16+98 . . . . 2-0 

11. Udayasundarikatha ( ) : a Campu, by 

Sodcffiala, a contemporary of and patronised by the 
three brothers, Chchittaraja, Nagarjuna, and Mum- 
muniraja, successive rulers of Konkan ; edited by 
C. D. Dalai and Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920, 
pp. 10+158+7 . . . . . . . . 2-4 

12. Mahavidyavi^ambana { ) : a work on 

Nyaya Philosophy, by Bhatta Vadindra (13th centiiry) ; 
edited by M. R. Telang, 1920, pp. 44+189+7 . . 2-8 

13. Pracinagurjarakavysangraha ( ) s a 

collection of old Gujarati poems dating from 12th 
to 15th centuries A.D. : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920, 
pp. 140+30 ,. .. .. ..2-4 

14. Kumarapalapratibodha ( ) ; a bio- 

graphical work in Prakrta, by Somaprabhacharya 
(A.D. 1195) : edited by Jinavijayaji, 1920, pp. 72+478 7-8 

15. Ganakarika ( ) ; a work on PhUoaophy 

(Pasupata School), by Bhasarvajna (10th century) ; 
edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921, pp. 10+67 . . . . 1—4 

16. Sangitamakaranda ( ) ; a work on Music, 

by Narada : edited by M. R. Telang, 1920, pp. 16+64 

Out of print. 

17. Kavindracarya List ( ) : list of 

Sanskrit works in the collection of Kavindracarya, 
a Benares Pandit (1666 A.D.) ; edited by R. Ananta- 
krishna Sastry, with a Foreword by Dr. Ganganath 
Jha, 1921, pp. 20+34 .. .. .. 0-12 

18. Varahagrhyasutra : Vedic ritual of the 

Yajurveda: edited by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1920, 
pp. 5+24 ^ 


0-10 



Ka. A. 

19. Lekhapaddhati a collection of models of 

State and private documents (8th to 15th centuries): 
edited by C. D. Dalai and 6. K. Shrigondekar, 1926, 

pp. 11+130 .. .. .. .. 2-0 

20. Bhavisayattakaha or Pahcamikaha ( ) ; a 

romance in Apabhramsa language, by Dhanapala (c. 

12th century) : edited by C. D. Dalai and Dr. P. D. 

Grme, 1923, pp. 69+148+174 .. 6-0 

21. A Descriptive Catalogue of the Palm-leaf and Im- 

portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal- 
mere ( ), compiled by C. D. 

Dalai and edited by L. B. Gandhi, 1923, pp. 70+ 101 . . 3-4 

22. Paras uramakalpasutra ( ) : a work on 

Tantra, with the commentary of Ramesvara : edited 
by A. Mahadeva Sastry, 1923, pp. 23+390. Out of print. 

23. Nityotsava ( ) : a supplement to the Parasurama- 

kalpasutra by Umanandanatha : edited by A. Mahadeva 
Sastry, 1923. Second revised edition by Trivikrama 
Tirtha, 1930, pp. 22+252 .. .. 5-0 

24. Tantrarahasya : a work on the Prabhakara 

School of Purvamlmariisa, by RamanujaoBrya : edited 
by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1923*, pp. 16+84. . Out of print. 

25. 32. Samarahgapa ( ) : a work on architecture, 

town-plarming, and engineering, King Bhoja of Dhara 
(11th century): edited by T. Ganapati Shastri, 2 vols., 
vol. I, 1924, pp. 39+290 {out of print ) ; vol. II, 

1925, pp. 16+324 . . .. .. 10-0 

26. 41. Sadhanamala (uxvsrm^T): a Bnddhist Tantric 

text of rituals, dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 312 
small works, composed by distinguished writers : 
edited by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya. Illustrated. 2 vols., 
vol. I, 1925, pp. 23+342 ; vol. II, 1928, pp. 183+295 14-0 

27. 96. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Central 

Library, Baroda u=TO;'#t) : 12 vols., vol, I 

(Veda, Vedalaksana, and XJpanisads), compiled by G. K. 
Shrigondekar and K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, with a 
Preface by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, 1925, pp, 28+264; 
vol. II (Srauta Sutras and Prayogas), compiled by K. S. 
Ramaswami Shastri, 1942, pp, 18+95 (folia) +301 . . 12-4 

28. 84. Manasollasa or Abhilasitarthacintamani ( UTspfr- 

) : an encyclopsedic work treating of one hundred 
different topics connected Avith the Roj'^al household 
and the Royal court,' by Somes varadeva, a Chalukya 
king of the 12th century : edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

3 vols., vol. I, 1925, pp. 18+146; vol. II, 1939, 
pp. 50+304 . . . . . . 7-12 
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29. Nalavilasa ( ) : a drama by Ramaohandrasuri, 
pupil of Hemachandrasuri, describing the Pauranika 
story of Nala and DamayantI : edited by G. K. 
Shrigondekar and L. B. Gandhi, 1926, pp. 40+91 .. 2-4 

30,31. Tattvasangraha a Buddhist philo- 

sophical work of the 8th century, by Santaraksita, 
with Panjika by his disciple Kamalastla ; edited by 
Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, with a Foreword 
by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, 2 vols., 1926, vol. I, 
pp. 157+80+682 ; vol. II, pp. 4+ 353+102 , , 24-0 

33, 34. Mirat-i-Ahmadi ( ) : by Ali Muham- 
mad Khan, the last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat; 
edited in the original Persian by Syed Nawab Ali, 

2 vols., illustrated, vol. I, 1926, pp. 416 ; vol. II, 1928, 
pp. 632 . . . . . . . . . . 19-8 

36. Manavagrhyasutra ( ) : a work on Vedic 

ritual of the Yajurveda with the Bhasya of Astavakra : 
edited by Ramakriahna Harshaji Sastri, with a Preface 
by B. C. Lele, 1926, pp. 40+ 264 . . . . 6-0 

36,68. Natyasastra of Bharata with the com- 

mentary of Abhinavagupta of Kashmir; edited by 
M. Ramakriahna Kavi, 4 vols., vol. I, illustrated, 

1926, pp. 27 + 397 {out of print); vol. II, 1934, 
pp. 23 + 25+ 464 . . . . , , . . 5_o 

37. Apabhraihsakavyatrayi ( ) ; consisting of 

three works, the Carcari, Upadesarasayana, and 
Kalasvarupakulaka, by Jinadatta Suri (12th century), 
with commentaries; edited by L. B. Gandhi, 1927, 
pp. 124+115 .. .. .. ..4-0 

38. Nyayapraveaa Part I (Sanskrit Text); on 

Buddhist Logic of Dihnaga, with commentaries of 
Haribhadra Suri and Parsvadeva; edited by A. B. 
Dhruva, 1930, pp. 39+104 . . . . Out of print. 

39. Nyayaprave§a (j^ri^utw), Part II (Tibetan Text); 

edited with introduction, notes, appendices, etc. by 
Vidhusekhara Bhattacharyya, 1927, pp. 27 +67 .'. 1-8 

40. Advayavajrasahgraha consisting of 

twenty short works on Buddhism, by Advayavajra; 
edited by Haraprasad Sastri, 1927, pp. 39+68 . . 2-0 

42,60. KalpadrukoSa («^5<#1*{) : standard work on 
Sanskrit Lexicography, by Kesava ; edited by Ram- 
avatara Sharma, with an index by Shrikant Sharma, 

2 vols., vol. I (text), 1928, pp. 64+485 ; vol. II (index), 

1932, pp. 283 .. .. .. . .14-0 



Rs. A, 

43. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement ^ fcfya ); 

by Ali Muhammad Khan. Translated into EngUsh 
from the original Persian by C. N. Seddon and Syed 
Nawab Ali. Illustrated. Corrected reissue, 1928, 
pp. 15+222 .. .. .. ..6-8 

44. Two Vajrayana Works ( ) : comprising 

PrajnopayaFiniscayaaiddhi of Anangavajra and Jfiana- 
siddhi of Indrabhuti: edited by Dr. B. Bhattaoharyya 

1929, pp. 21 + 118 .. .. ..3-0 

45. Bhavaprakasana ( ) : of Saradatanaya, a 

work on Dramaturgy and Rasa (A.D. 1176-1250) : 
edited by Yadugiri Yatiraja and K. S. Eamaswami 
Shastri, 1929, pp. 98+410 . . . . 7-0 

46. Ramacarita ( ) : of Abhinanda, Court poet 

of Haravarsa, probably the same as Devapala of the 
Pala Dynasty of Bengal (c. 9th century A.D.) : edited 
by K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, 1929, pp. 29 +467 . . 7-8 

47. Nafijarajayasobhusana ( : by Nrsimha- 

kavi alias Abhinava Kahdasa, a work on Sanskrit 
Poetics relating to the glorification of Nanjaraja, son of 
Vlrabhupa of Mysore: edited by E. Krishnamacharya, 

1930, pp. 47+270 .. .. .. ..6-0 

48. Natyadarpana ( ) : on dramaturgy, by 

Ramacandra Suri with his own commentary : edited 
by L. B. Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, 2 vols., 
vol. I, 1929, pp. 23+228 *. . . . . 4—8 

49. Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese 

Sources ( ) : containing the English 
translation of ^atdsastra of Aryadeva, Tibetan text and 
English translation of Vigraha-vyavartarii of Nagarjuna 
and the re -translation into Sanskrit from Chinese of 
Updyahrdaya and Tarkasastra : edited by Giuseppe 
Tucci, 1930, pp. 30+40+32+77+89+91 . . 9-0 

50. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement ^frfsig) : 

Persian text giving an account of Gujarat, by Ali 
Muhammad Khan : edited by Syed Nawab Ali, 1930, 
pp. 254 . . . . . . . • 6-0 

61, 77. Trisastisalakapurusacaritra 

of Hemacandra : translated into English with copious 
notes by Dr. Helen M. Johnson, 4 vols., vol. I 
(Adisvaracaritra), 1931, pp. 19 + 630, illustrated; 
vol. II, 1937, pp. 22+396 .. .. .. 26-0 

62, Dandaviveka ( ) : a comprehensive Penal Code 
of the ancient Hindus by Var^amana of the 16th 
century A.D. : edited by Kamala Krishna Smrtitirtha, 

1931, pp. 34+380 . . . . . . ' . . 8-8 
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63. Tathagataguhyaka or Guhyasamaja ( ) : 

the earliest and the most authoritative work of the 
Tantra School of the Buddhists (3rd century A.D.) ; 
edited by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, 1931, pp. 39+210 . . 4-4 

64. Jayakhyasaihhita (apn^f%«TT): an authoritative 

Panoaratra work of the 6th century A.D. : edited by 
Pandit E. Krishnamacharya of Vadtal, with a Foreword 
by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, 1931, pp. 78+47+464 .. 12-0 

65. Kavyalankarasaraaatfagraha ( ) : of 

Udbhata with the commentary, probably the same 
as Udbhataviveka, of Rajanaka Tilaka (11th century 
A.D.) : edited by K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, 1931, 
pp. 48+62 .. .. .. .. 2-0 

66. Parananda Sutra ( ) : an ancient Tantric 

work of the Hindus in Sutra form : edited by Swami 
Trivikrama Tirtha, with a Foreword by Dr. B. Bhatta- 
charyya, 1931, pp. 30+106 .. .. .. 3-8 

67,69. Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh ( ^p?nTsr-w-ciqTf^« ) : history 
of the Safawi Period of Persian History, 15th and 16th 
centuries, by Hasani-Rumlu : edited by C. N. Seddon, 

2 vols. (Persian text and translation in English), 
vol. I, 1932, pp. 36+510 ; vol. II, 1934, pp. 15+301 . . 19-8 

68. Padmananda Mahakavya ( ) : giving the 

life-history of Rsabhadeva, the first Tirthaukara of 
the Jainas, by Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th 
century: edited by H. R. Kapadia, 1932, pp. 99+667 14-0 

69. Sabdaratnasamanvaya ( ) : an interesting 

lexicon of the Nanartha class in Sanskrit, compiled 
by the Maratha King Sahaji of Tanjore: edited by 
Vitthala Sastrl, with a Foreword by Dr. B. Bhatta- 
charyya, 1932, pp. 31+605 .. .. .. 11-0 

61,91. Saktisahgama Tantra ( ) ; comprising 

four books on Kali, Tara, Sundari, and Chhinnamasta : 
edited by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, 4 vols., vol. I, 
Kalikhanda, 1932, pp. 13+179; vol. II, Tarakhaijda, 

1941, pp. '12+271 . . .. .. 6-8 

62. Prajnaparamitas ( ) : commentaries on the 

Prajnaparamita, a Buddhist philosophical work : 
edited by Giuseppe Tucci, 2 vols., vol, I, Abhi- 
samayalankaraloka of Haribhadra, 1932, pp. 65+589 12-0 

63. Tarikh-i-Mubarakhshahi ( ) ; con- 

temporary account of the kings of the Saiyyid Dynasty 
of Delhi : translated into English from original Persian 
by Kamal Krishna Basu, with a Foreword by Sir 
Jadunath Sarkar, 1932, pp. 13+299 . . . . 7-8 

64. Siddhantabindu ( ; on Vedanta philosophy, 

by Madhusudana Sarasvaft with the commentary of 
Puru^ottama : edited by P. C. Divanji, 1933, 
pp. 142+93+306 .. .. .. 11-0 



65. Istasiddhi ( ) : on Vedanta philosophy, by 

Vimuktatma, disciple of Avyayatma, with the author’s 
own commentary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, 1933, 
pp. 36+697 

66. 70,73. Shabara-Bhasya ( ■srr^TVTW ) : on the Mimamsa 

Sutras of Jaimini : translated into English by 
Dr, Ganganath Jha, in 3 vols., 1933-1936, vol. I, 
pp. 15+705; vol. 11, pp. 20+708; vol. Ill, pp. 28+ 
1012 . . 

67. Sanskrit Texts from Bali ( sni^fVvqwn: ) : comprising 

religious and other texts recovered from the islands of 
Java and Bali: edited by Sylvain. Levi, 1933, 
pp. 35+112 

71. Narayana Sataka { ) : a devotional poem 

by Vidyakara with the commentary of Pitambara: 
edited by Shrikant Sharma, 1935, pp. 16+91 

72. Rajadharma-Kaustubha ( ) : an elaborate 

Smrti work on Rajadharma, by Anantadeva : edited 
by Kamala Krishna Smrtitirtha, 1935, pp. 30 + 506 

74. Portuguese Vocables in Asiatic Languages ( 

) : translated into English from Portuguese 
by A. X. Soares, 1936, pp. 125+520 

76. Nayakaratna ( ) : a commentary on the 
Nyayaratnamala of Parthasarathi Blisra by Ramanuja of 
the Pnibhakara School : edited by K. S. Ramaswami 
Shastri, 1937, pp. 69+346 

76. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 
dars at Pattan ( vwsiWT'STJin^ ) : edited from 

the notes of the late 0. D. Dalai by L. B. Gandhi, 
2 vols., vol. I, 1937, pp. 72+498 

78. Gapitatilaka ( Jifttrffk^as ) : of Sripati with the com- 

mentary of Siiuhatilaka, a non-Jain work on 
Arithmetic with a Jain commentary : edited by H. R. 
Kapadia, 1937, pp. 81 + 116 

79. The Foreign Vocabulary of the Quran ( ) : 

showing the extent of borrowed words in the sacred 
text : compiled by Arthur Jeffery, 1938, pp. 15+311 . . 

80,83. Tattvasangraha ( ) : of Sahtaraksita with 
the commentary of KamalaSila : translated into English 
by Dr. Ganganath Jha, 2 vols., vol. I, 1937, pp. 8+739 ; 
vol. II, 1939, pp. 12+854 

81. Hathsa-vilasa : of Hamsa Mitthu ; on 

mystic practices and worship : edited by Swami 
Trivikrama Tirtha and Hathibhai Shastri, 1937, 
pp. 13+331 


Rs. 

14-0 

48-0 

3- 8 

2-0 

10-0 

12-0 

4- 8 

8-0 

4- 0 

12-0 

37-0 

5- 8 
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82. Suktimuktavali on Anthology, of 

Jalhana, a contemporary of King Krsna of the 
Northern Yadava Dynasty (A.D. 1247) : edited by E. 
BIrishnamacharya, 1938, pp. 66+463+86 . . . . 11-0 

86. Brhaspati Smrti a reconstructed text 

of the now lost work of Brhaspati : edited by K. V. 
Rangaswami Aiyangar, 1941, pp. 186 +646 .. 16-0 

86. Parama-Sarfahita ( ) : an authoritative work 

of the Pancharatra system : edited by S. Krishnaswami 
Aiyangar, 1940, pp. 46+ 208+230 . . . . 8-0 

87. Tattvopaplava ( ) ; a masterly criticism of the 

opinions of the prevailing Philosophical Schools by 
Jayara^i : edited by Sukhalalji Sanghavi and R. C. 

Parikh, 1940, pp. 21+144 .. .. .. 4-0 

88. Anekantajayapataka ( w ) : of Haribhadra 

Suri (8th century A.D.) with his own commentary and 
Tippanaka by Munichandra, the Guru of Vadideva 
Suri; edited by H. R. Kapadia, in 2 vols., vol. I, 1940, 
pp. 32+404 . . . . . . . . 10-0 

89. Sastradipika ( ) : a well-known Mimamsa 

work: the Tarkapada translated into English by D. 
Venkatramiah, 1940, pp. 29+264 . . . . 6-0 

90. Sekoddesatika ( ) : a Buddhist ritualistic 

work of Naropa describing the Abhi^eka or the initiation 
of the disciple to the mystic fold : edited by Dr. Mario 
Carelli, 1941, pp. 36+78 .. .. ..2-8 

92, 98. Krtyakalpataru : of Lak^midhara, Minis ter 

of King Govindacandra of Kanauj ; one of the earliest 
Law Digests : edited by K. V. Rangaswami Aiyangar, 

10 vols., vol. V, Dana-Kanda, 1941, pp. 16+129+416; 
vol. VIII, Tirtha-vivecana-kanda, 1943 (shortly) . . 17-0 

93. Madhavanala-Kamakandala ( ) ; a 

romance in old Western Rajasthani by Ganapati, 
a Kayastha from Amod : edited by M. R. Majumdar, 
in 2 vols., vol. I, 1942, pp. 13+6+ 609 . . . . 10-0 

94. Tarkabhasa ( rfssMTvr ) ; a work on Buddhist Logic, by 

Moksakara Gupta of the Jagaddala monastery : edited 
with a SansMt commentary by Embar Krishna- 
machaiya, 1942, pp. 7 + 114 .. .. .. 2-0 

96. Alathkaramahodadhi ( ) : on Sanskrit 
Poetics composed by Narendraprabha Suri at the 
request of Minister Vastupala in 1226 A.D. ; edited 
by L. B. Gandhi, 1942, pp. 45+418 (with 2 plates) . . 


7-8 
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97. An Alphabetical List of MSS. in the Oriental Insti- 
tute, Baroda ( ) : compiled from the exist- 
ing card catalogue by Raghavan Nambiyar, 2 voIb., 
vol. I, 1942, pp. 12-f 742 . . . . . . 9_0 

99. Vivada Cintamani of VachaspatiMigra: 

an authoritative Smrti work on the /Hindu Law of 
Inheritance : translated into EngUah by Sir Ganganath 
Jha, 1943 . . . . . . . . 10-4 


II. BOOKS IN THE PRESS. 

1. Natyasastra (inasmref): edited by M. Ramakrishna 

Kavi, 4 vols., vol. III. 

2. Dvadasaranayacakra ( ) ; an ancient 

polemical treatise of Mallavadi Suri with a commentary 
by Simhasuri Gani : edited by Caturvijayaji. 

3. Krtyakalpataru ( ) : of Lakemidhara, Minister 

of King Govindachandra of Kanauj : edited by K. V. 
Rangaswami Aiyangar, vols. I-IV. 

4. Anekantajayapataka ( ) : of Haribhadra 

Suri (c. 1120 A.D.) with his own commentary and 
'fippanaka by Munichandra, the Guru of Vadideva 
Suri : edited by H. R. Kapadia, in 2 vols., vol. II. 

6. Sariirat Siddhanta ( ) ; the well-known 
work on Astronomy of Jagannatha Pandit : critically 
edited with numerous diagrams by Kedar Nath, 
Rajjyotisi. 

6. Vlmalaprabha ( ) : the commentary on the 

Kalacakra Tantra and an important work of the 
Kalacakra School of the Buddhists : edited by Giuseppe 
Tucci. 

7. Aparajitaprccha ( ) : a voluminous work 

on architecture and fine-arts : edited by P. A. Mankad, 

8. Parafiurama Kalpa Sutra ( ) ; a work on 

Hindu Tantra, with commentary by Ramefivara ; second 
revised edition by Sakarlal Shastri. 

9. Hetubindutika ( commentary of Areata on 

the famous work of^Dharmakirti on Buddhist logic : 
edited from a single MS. discovered at Patlan by 
Sukhalaiji Sanghavi. 

10. Gurjararasavali ( ) : a collection of several 
old Gujarati Rasas : edited by B. K. Thakore, M. D. 
Desai, and M. C. Modi. 
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11. A Critical Index to the English translation of Shahara- 

Bha^ya by Ganganath Jha, prepared by Dr. Umesha 
Mishra. 

12. Saktisangama Tantra ( ) : comprising four 

books on Kali, Tara, Sundari, and Chhinnamasta : 
edited by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, i vols., vol. Ill, 
Sundari Khanda. 

13. Tattvacintamani, the Nyaya work of GangeSvara with 

the Aloka and Darpana commentaries : edited by 
Dr. Umesha Mishra, vol. I. 

14. Dhurtasvami Bhasya on the Srauta Sutra of Apastamba : 

edited by Chhinnaswami Shastri, vol. I. 


III. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 

1. Upanisat-Sangraha ( ) : a collection of 

unpublished Upanigads : edited by Shastri Gajanan 
Shambhu Sadhale. 

2. Saktisangama Tantra ( ) : comprising four 

books on Kali, Tara, Sundari, and Chhmnamasta : 
edited by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya, 4 vols., vol. IV. 

3. Natyadarpana ( ) : mtroduction in Sanskrit on 

the Indian drama, and an examination of the problems 
raised by the text, by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. II. 

4. Krtyakalpataru ( ) ; one of the earliest 

Nibandha works of Lakgmidhara : edited by K. V. 
Rangaswami Aiyangar, 8 vols., vols. VI- VIII. 

6. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 
Institute, Baroda ( ) : compiled 
by the Library StaS, 12 vols., vol. Ill (Smrti MSS.). 

6. Manasollasa ( ) ; or Abhila?itarthacintamani : 

edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, 3 vols., vol. III. 

7. NItikalpataru ( ) : the famoirs Niti, work ot 

Ksemendra : edited by K. M. Panikkar. 

8. Chhakkammuvaeso ( ) ; an A^abhramsa work 

of the Jains containing didactic religious teachings ; 
edited by L. B. Gandhi. 

9. Nispannayogambara Tantra ( ) : de- 

scribing a large number of mandalas or magic circles 
and numerous deities : edited by Dr. B. Bhattacharyya. 

10. Basatin-i-Salatin ( ) ; a contem- 
porary account of the Sultans of Bijapur : translated 
into English by M. A. Kazi and Dr. B. Bhattacharyya. 



n 


Us. A. 

11. Madana Mahargava ( ) : a Smrti work 

principally dealing with the doctrine of Karmavipaka 
composed during the reign of Mandhata, son of 
Madanapala : edited by Embar Krishnainacharya. 

12 . Trisastisalakapurusacaritra of 

Hemacandra: translated into English by Dr. Helen 
Johnson, 4 vols., vols. III-IV. 

13. Matahgavrtti ( ) : a commentary on the Matanga 

Paramefivara Tantra by Ramakantha Bhatta : edited 
by Jogendranath Bagchi. 

14. Anu Bhasya (sswtuj): a standard work of the 

Suddhadvaita School : translated into English by G. H. 

Bhatt. 

16. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 
dars at Pattan ( ) : edited from 
the notes of the late C. D. Dalai by L. B. Gandhi, 

2 vols., vol. II. 

16. An Alphabetical List of MSS. in the Oriental Insti- 

tute, Baroda ( ) ; compiled from the exist- 
ing card catalogue by Raghavan Nambiyar, 2 vols., 
vol. II. 

17. Natyasastra of Bharata with the com- 

mentary of Abhinava Gupta: second revised edition 
by K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, vol. I. 

18. Natyasastra (siwsmna): of Bharata with the com- 

mentary of Abhinava Gupta : edited by M. Rama- 
krishna Kavi, 4 vols., vol. IV. 

19. Bhojanakutuhala ( utararf ) ; on the methods of 

preparing different dishes and ascertaining their food 
value written by Raghunatha Suri, disciple of 
Anantadeva in the 17th century A.D. ; edited by 
Ananta Yajneswar Shastri Dhupkar. 

20. Rasasangraha ( ) : a collection of 14 old Gujarati 

Rasas, composed in the 16th and 16th centuries ; 
edited by M. R. Majumdar. 

21. Parasikakosasangraha a collection 

of four Persian Sanskrit lexicons : edited by K. M. 

Zaveri and M. R. Majumdar. 

22. Shivaji Charitra : a Sanskrit account of King Sambhaji : 

edited by D. V. Potdar. 

23. Rihla of Ibn Batuta: translated into English with 

critical notes by Dr, Agha Mehdi. 

24. Mirat-l-Ahmadi : the Persian text translated into 

English by Dr. Syed Mnjtaba Ah, 2 vols. 

For further particulars please communicate 
with — 

The Dibeotob, 

Oriental Institute, Baroda. 
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THE GAEKWAD’S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PHILOSOPHY. 


Rs. A. 

The Comparative Study of Religions : [Contents : 

I, tte sources and nature of religious truth. II, super- 
natural beings, good and bad. Ill, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo- 
tional attitude and reli^ous ideals] : by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 . . . . . . 16-0 


Goods and Bads : being the substance of a series of 
talks and discussions with H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents ; introduction. I, physical values. 

II, intellectual values. Ill, aesthetic values. IV, 
moral value. V, rehgious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity and attainment] : by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 

1920. (Library edition Rs. 5) . . . . 3-0 


Immortality and other Essays ; [Contents : I, philo- 
sophy and Ufe. II, immortality. Ill, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern culture. V, the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. VII, Nietzsche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con- 
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI, 
religion and beauty. XH, religion and history. 

Xin, principles of reform in religion] : by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3) . . . . 2-0 

Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the Hadia-i- 
Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit ; trans- 
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 . . 0-14 


Conduct of Royal Servants ; being a collection of verses 
from the Viramitrodaya with their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi: by B. Bhattacharyya, 


M.A., Ph.D. 


0-6 




SELLING AGENTS OF THE GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 


England 

Messrs. Luzac & Co., 46, Great Russell Street, London, 

W.C. 1. 

Messrs. Arthur Probsthain, 41, Great Russell Street, 
London, W.C. 1. 

Messrs. Deighton Bell & Co., 13 & 30, Trinity Street, 
Cambridge. 

Calcutta 

Messrs. The Book Co., Ltd., 4/3, College Square. 

Messrs, Thacker Spink & Co., 3, Esplanade East. 

Benares City 

Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Post Box No. 8, 
Benares. 

Messrs. Braj Bhusan Das & Co., 40/5, Thathari Bazar. 

Lahore i 

Messrs. Mehrchand Lachmandass, Sanskrit Book Depdt, 
Said Mitha Street. 

Messrs. Motilal Banarsidass, Punjab Sanskrit Book 
Depot, Said Mitha Street. 

Bombay 

Messrs. Taraporevala & Sons, Katab Mahal, Hornby 
Road. 

Messrs. Gopal Narayan & Co., Kalbadevi Road. 
Messrs. N. M. Tripathi & Co., Kalbadevi Road. 
Saraswati Pustak Bhandar, Gulalwadi, Fort. 

Poona 

Oriental Book Supply Agency, 15, Shukrawar Peth. 

Baroda 

N. C. Athavale, Bookseller, Raopura. 




